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Mr.  Levin,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
submitted  the  following 


REPORT 

together  with 
ADDITIONAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  1197] 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services  reports  favorably  an  original 
bill  (S.  1197)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  2014 
for  military  activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  for  military 
construction,  and  for  defense  activities  of  the  Department  of  En¬ 
ergy,  to  prescribe  military  personnel  strengths  for  such  fiscal  year, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  recommends  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 


This  bill  would: 

(1)  authorize  appropriations  for  (a)  procurement,  (b)  re¬ 
search,  development,  test  and  evaluation,  (c)  operation  and 
maintenance  and  the  revolving  and  management  funds  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  2014; 

(2)  authorize  the  personnel  end  strengths  for  each  military 
active  duty  component  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  fiscal  year 
2014; 

(3)  authorize  the  personnel  end  strengths  for  the  Selected 
Reserve  of  each  of  the  reserve  components  of  the  Armed  Forces 
for  fiscal  year  2014; 

(4)  impose  certain  reporting  requirements; 

(5)  impose  certain  limitations  with  regard  to  specific  procure¬ 
ment  and  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation  actions 
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and  manpower  strengths;  provide  certain  additional  legislative 
authority,  and  make  certain  changes  to  existing  law; 

(6)  authorize  appropriations  for  military  construction  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  2014;  and 

(7)  authorize  appropriations  for  national  security  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Energy  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

Committee  overview 

The  United  States  armed  forces  have  been  involved  in  armed 
conflict  since  September  11,  2001.  Now,  after  almost  twelve  years 
of  continuous  conflict,  U.S.  forces  are  drawing  down  in  Afghanistan 
and  are  no  longer  deployed  in  Iraq.  By  the  end  of  2014,  the  United 
States  plans  to  have  completed  the  transition  of  security  responsi¬ 
bility  in  Afghanistan  to  the  Afghanistan  National  Security  Forces 
(ANSF).  Already,  there  are  clear  signs  that  Afghan  security  forces 
are  capable  of  taking  the  fight  to  the  Taliban,  and  are  doing  so  ef¬ 
fectively. 

Nonetheless,  the  United  States  continues  to  face  serious  security 
challenges  around  the  globe. 

In  the  Middle  East,  the  situation  in  Syria  continues  to  grow 
worse,  with  the  death  toll  rising,  the  refugee  population  rapidly 
growing,  the  extremist  al  Nusrah  Front  expanding,  the  security  of 
Syria’s  chemical  weapons  stockpile  in  doubt,  and  the  risk  of  re¬ 
gional  instability  increasing,  while  Iran  continues  to  flout  the  inter¬ 
national  community  with  its  unacceptable  pursuit  of  a  nuclear 
weapons  program. 

In  the  Asia-Pacific  region,  the  dictatorial  North  Korean  regime 
has  made  a  series  of  belligerent  declarations,  while  announcing  its 
intention  to  restart  plutonium  production,  testing  a  nuclear  device, 
putting  a  satellite  in  orbit  using  technologies  associated  with  long 
range  ballistic  missiles,  and  displaying  a  road-mobile  missile 
launcher. 

Al  Qaeda  continues  to  demonstrate  an  ability  to  mutate  and  ex¬ 
ploit  safe  havens  in  areas  such  as  North  Africa,  the  Horn  of  Africa, 
and  Yemen.  While  weakened,  al  Qaeda  and  its  associated  forces  re¬ 
main  focused  on  carrying  out  terrorist  activities  against  the  United 
States  and  U.S.  interests  around  the  world. 

Here  at  home,  the  United  States  remains  uniquely  vulnerable  to 
attacks  on  computer  networks  critical  to  our  economy,  to  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  public  services,  and  to  national  security. 

The  men  and  women  of  our  armed  forces  have  worked  honorably 
and  courageously  to  take  on  these  challenges  on  our  behalf,  often 
at  great  personal  risk  and  significant  sacrifice  to  themselves  and 
their  families.  The  committee,  the  Congress,  and  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  owe  them  a  debt  of  gratitude  for  this  service. 

To  date  in  this  First  Session  of  the  113th  Congress,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  has  conducted  44  hearings  and  formal 
briefings  on  the  President’s  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  2014, 
threats  to  our  national  security,  and  related  matters.  In  order  to 
provide  a  framework  for  the  consideration  of  these  matters,  the 
committee  identified  10  guidelines  for  its  consideration  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014.  These  guide¬ 
lines  are  as  follows: 

1.  Sustain  the  quality  of  life  of  the  men  and  women  of  the  all¬ 
volunteer  force  (active  duty,  National  Guard  and  Reserves)  and 
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their  families,  as  well  as  Department  of  Defense  civilian  personnel, 
through  fair  pay,  policies  and  benefits,  and  address  the  needs  of 
the  wounded,  ill,  and  injured  service  members  and  their  families. 

2.  Reduce  our  Nation’s  strategic  risk  by  taking  action  aimed  at 
restoring,  as  soon  as  possible,  the  readiness  of  the  military  services 
to  conduct  the  full  range  of  their  assigned  missions. 

3.  Provide  our  servicemen  and  women  with  the  resources,  train¬ 
ing,  technology,  equipment,  and  authorities  they  will  need  to  suc¬ 
ceed  in  future  combat,  counterinsurgency,  and  stability  operations. 

4.  Enhance  the  capability  of  the  U.S.  armed  forces  to  support  the 
ANSF  and  Afghan  Local  Police  as  the  lead  responsibility  for  secu¬ 
rity  throughout  Afghanistan  transitions  to  the  ANSF. 

5.  Enhance  the  capability  of  the  U.S.  armed  forces  and  the  secu¬ 
rity  forces  of  allied  and  friendly  nations  to  defeat  al  Qaeda,  its  af¬ 
filiates  and  other  violent  extremist  organizations. 

6.  Improve  the  ability  of  the  armed  forces  to  counter  emerging 
and  nontraditional  threats,  focusing  on  terrorism,  cyber  warfare, 
and  the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  their 
means  of  delivery. 

7.  Address  the  threats  from  nuclear  weapons  and  materials  by 
strengthening  nonproliferation  programs,  maintaining  a  credible 
nuclear  deterrent,  reducing  the  size  of  the  nuclear  weapons  stock¬ 
pile,  and  ensuring  the  safety,  security  and  reliability  of  the  stock¬ 
pile,  the  delivery  systems,  and  the  nuclear  infrastructure. 

8.  Terminate  troubled  or  unnecessary  programs  and  activities, 
identify  efficiencies,  and  reduce  defense  expenditures  in  light  of  the 
Nation’s  budget  deficit  problems.  Ensure  the  future  capability,  via¬ 
bility,  and  fiscal  sustainability  of  the  all-volunteer  force. 

9.  Emphasize  the  reduction  of  dependency  on  fossil  fuels  and 
seek  greater  energy  security  and  independence  and  pursue  techno¬ 
logical  advances  in  traditional  and  alternative  energy  storage, 
power  systems,  operational  energy  tactical  advantages,  renewable 
energy  production,  and  more  energy  efficient  ground,  air,  and  naval 
systems. 

10.  Promote  aggressive  and  thorough  oversight  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  programs  and  activities  to  ensure  proper  stewardship  of  tax¬ 
payer  dollars  and  compliance  with  relevant  laws  and  regulations. 

11.  At  the  same  time,  the  committee  remains  deeply  concerned 
about  the  continuing  impact  of  sequestration  on  the  United  States 
armed  forces,  and  on  U.S.  national  security.  While  the  committee 
has  endeavored  to  address  some  of  the  adverse  impacts  of  seques¬ 
tration  in  fiscal  year  2013  on  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  bill 
recommended  by  the  committee  uses  the  budget  level  commonly 
recommended  by  the  President,  the  Senate,  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  as  a  guidepost.  None  of  these  budgets  accounts  for  the 
possibility  of  continued  sequestration  in  fiscal  year  2014. 

12.  Our  senior  military  leaders  have  uniformly  cautioned  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  American  people  that  the  continuation  of  sequestra¬ 
tion  in  fiscal  year  2014  will  damage  our  security  and  harm  the 
troops  they  lead. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  testified  that  continued  sequestration 
will  “require  dramatic  reductions  in  core  military  capabilities”  and 
“the  scope  and  activities  of  our  [armed  forces  around  the]  world.” 
The  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  warned  the  committee 
that  it  will  “severely  limit  our  ability  to  implement  our  defense 
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strategy.  It  will  put  the  nation  at  greater  risk  of  coercion,  and  it 
will  break  faith  with  men  and  women  in  uniform.” 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  told  the  committee:  “Simply  put,  to 
continue  sequestration  into  fiscal  year  T4  and  beyond  would  not 
only  be  irresponsible  [and]  devastating  to  the  force,  but  it  would 
also  directly  hamper  our  ability  to  .  .  .  provide  sufficiently  trained 
and  ready  forces  to  protect  our  national  interests.”  The  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Army  testified: 

“The  fiscal  year  T3  fiscal  situation  will  have  grave  and 
immediate  readiness  impacts  on  all  forces  not  serving  in 
Afghanistan  or  forward  in  Korea — impacts  which  will  have 
a  significant  impact  well  into  fiscal  year  T4  and  beyond. 

Just  a  few  of  the  actions  we  will  be  forced  to  take  are,  for 
example,  we’ll  curtail  training  for  80  percent  of  ground 
forces.  This  will  impact  our  units’  basic  warfighting  skills 
and  induce  shortfalls  across  critical  specialties,  including 
aviation,  intelligence,  engineering,  and  even  our  ability  to 
recruit  soldiers  into  our  Army.  .  .  .  For  fiscal  year  ’14  and 
beyond,  sequestration  will  result  in  the  loss  of  at  least  an 
additional  100,000  personnel,  soldiers  from  the  active 
Army,  the  Army  National  Guard,  and  the  U.S.  Army  Re¬ 
serve.  .  .  .  Sequestration  will  result  in  delays  to  every  one 
of  our  10  major  modernization  programs,  the  inability  to 
re-set  our  equipment  after  12  years  of  war,  and  unaccept¬ 
able  reductions  in  unit  and  individual  training.  ...  It 
will  place  an  unreasonable  burden  on  the  shoulders  of  our 
soldiers  and  civilians.  ...  If  we  do  not  have  the  resources 
to  train  and  equip  the  force,  our  soldiers,  our  young  men 
and  women,  are  the  ones  who  will  pay  the  price,  poten¬ 
tially  with  their  lives.” 

The  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  testified  that  sequestration 
“would  fundamentally  change  the  Navy  as  currently  organized, 
trained  and  equipped.”  If  sequestration  is  allowed  to  remain  in 
place  in  fiscal  year  2014  and  beyond,  he  told  the  committee: 

“[0]ur  Navy  may  be  a  fleet  of  around  230  ships.  That 
would  be  a  loss  of  more  than  50  ships,  including  the  loss 
of  at  least  two  carrier  strike  groups.  We  would  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  retire  ships  early  and  reduce  procurement  of  new 
ships  and  aircraft.  This  would  result  in  a  requisite  reduc¬ 
tion  in  our  end  strength.  Every  program  will  be  affected 
and  .  .  .  programs  such  as  the  F-35  Lightning  II,  next 
generation  ballistic  missile  submarine  and  Littoral  Combat 
Ship  might  be  reduced  or  terminated.  Inevitably,  these 
changes  will  severely  damage  our  industrial  base.  Some 
shipyards  will  not  be  able  to  sustain  steady  construction  or 
maintenance  operations  and  may  close  or  be  inactivated. 
Aviation  depots  will  reduce  their  operations  or  become 
idle.  Aircraft  and  weapons  manufacturers  will  slow  or  stop 
their  work  entirely.  In  particular,  the  small  firms  that  are 
often  the  sole  source  for  particular  ship  and  aircraft  com¬ 
ponents  will  quickly  be  forced  to  shut  down.  Once  these 
companies  and  their  engineers  and  craftspeople  move  on  to 
other  work,  they  are  hard  to  reconstitute,  sometimes  im- 
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possible,  at  a  later  date  when  our  national  security  de¬ 
mands  it.” 

Even  before  the  imposition  of  further  sequestration  cuts  in  fiscal 
year  2014,  the  Vice  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  told  the  committee, 
the  Navy  will  have  to  “reduce  intermediate-level  ship  maintenance, 
defer  an  additional  84  aircraft  and  184  engines  for  depot  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  defer  eight  of  33  planned  depot-level  surface  ship  main¬ 
tenance  availabilities.  At  our  shore  bases,  we  have  deferred  about 
16%  of  our  planned  FY13  shore  facility  sustainment  and  upgrades, 
about  $1  billion  worth  of  work.  .  .  .  By  the  end  of  FY13,  a  majority 
of  our  non-deployed  ships  and  aviation  squadrons — nearly  two 
thirds  of  the  fleet — will  be  less  than  fully  mission  capable  and  not 
certified  for  Major  Combat  Operations.” 

The  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  stated:  “Sequestration 
will  leave  ships  in  ports,  aircraft  grounded  for  want  of  necessary 
maintenance  and  flying  hours,  units  only  partially  trained  and 
reset  after  12  years  of  continuous  combat,  and  modernization  pro¬ 
grams  canceled.”  The  result,  he  added,  would  be  “a  lapse  in  Amer¬ 
ican  leadership”  that  “will  have  a  deleterious  effect  on  the  stability 
of  global  order,  the  perceptions  of  our  enemies,  and  the  confidence 
of  our  allies.”  The  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  tes¬ 
tified  that  as  a  result  of  sequestration  in  fiscal  year  2013  alone: 
“The  Marine  Corps  will  have  44  scheduled  aircraft  depot  inductions 
across  all  type/model/series  that  will  not  occur  as  a  result  of  se¬ 
questration  reduction  to  the  FY13  budget.  Of  the  44  aircraft,  23  are 
F/A-18A-D  aircraft.  This  will  result  in  less  aircraft  available  for  as¬ 
signment  to  Marine  F/A-18  squadrons  and  reduce  the  assets  avail¬ 
able  for  training  and  operational  support.  .  .  .  The  long  term  effect 
on  non-deployed  F/A-18  squadrons  is  the  inability  of  the  unit  to 
achieve  and  maintain  minimum  combat  readiness  required  for  fol- 
low-on  deployments.” 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  told  the  committee  that  sequestra¬ 
tion  will  “severely  degrade  Air  Force  readiness.”  He  explained: 

“Lost  flight  hours  will  cause  unit  stand  downs  which  will 
result  in  severe,  rapid,  and  long-term  unit  combat  readi¬ 
ness  degradation.  We  have  already  ceased  operations  for 
one-third  of  our  fighter  and  bomber  force.  Within  60  days 
of  a  stand  down,  the  affected  units  will  be  unable  to  meet 
emergent  or  operations  plans  requirements.  Lost  currency 
training  requires  six  months  to  a  year  to  return  to  current 
suboptimal  levels,  with  desired  flying  proficiency  for  crew¬ 
members  requiring  even  longer.  .  .  .  Depot  delays  will 
also  result  in  the  grounding  of  some  affected  aircraft.  The 
deferments  mean  idled  production  shops,  a  degradation  of 
workforce  proficiency  and  productivity,  and  corresponding 
future  volatility  and  operational  costs.  It  can  take  two-to- 
three  years  to  recover  full  restoration  of  depot  workforce 
productivity  and  proficiency.  .  .  .  All  of  these  sequestra¬ 
tion  impacts  negatively  affect  Air  Force  full-spectrum  read¬ 
iness  at  a  time  when  we  have  been  striving  to  reverse  a 
declining  trend  in  this  critical  area.  .  .  .  Sequestration 
cuts  to  Air  Force  modernization  will  impact  every  one  of 
our  investment  programs.  These  program  disruptions  will, 
over  time,  cost  more  taxpayer  dollars  to  rectify  contract  re- 
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structures  and  program  inefficiencies,  raise  unit  costs,  and 
delay  delivery  of  validated  capabilities  to  warfighters  in 
the  field.  The  drastic  reduction  to  modernization  programs 
reduces  our  Air  Force’s  competitive  advantage  and  de¬ 
creases  the  probability  of  mission  success.  .  .  .” 

The  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Force  warned:  “Lost  flight 
hours  will  cause  unit  stand-downs  which  will  result  in  severe, 
rapid,  and  long-term  unit  combat  readiness  degradation.  We  have 
already  ceased  operations  for  one-third  of  our  fighter  and  bomber 
force.  Within  60  days  of  a  stand  down,  the  affected  units  will  be 
unable  to  meet  emergent  or  operations  plans  requirements.  Lost 
currency  training  requires  six  months  to  a  year  to  return  to  current 
sub-optimal  levels,  with  desired  flying  proficiency  for  crewmembers 
requiring  even  longer.” 

Our  country  relies  on  the  men  and  women  of  our  military  and 
the  civilians  who  support  them  to  keep  us  safe,  and  to  help  us  meet 
U.S.  national  security  objectives  around  the  world.  We  expect  them 
to  put  their  lives  on  the  line  every  day,  and  in  return  we  tell  them 
that  we  will  stand  by  them  and  their  families,  that  we  will  provide 
them  the  best  training,  the  best  equipment,  and  the  best  support 
available  to  any  military  anywhere  in  the  world.  Sequestration  in 
fiscal  year  2013  is  already  undermining  that  commitment.  The  tes¬ 
timony  of  our  military  leaders  is  clear:  if  sequestration  continues, 
our  commitment  to  our  soldiers,  sailors,  airmen  and  marines — and 
our  national  security  itself — will  be  severely  damaged. 

Summary  of  discretionary  authorizations  and  budget  au¬ 
thority  implication 

The  Administration’s  budget  request  for  national  defense  discre¬ 
tionary  programs  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  for  fiscal  year  2014  was  $625.2  billion.  Of  this 
amount,  $526.6  billion  was  requested  for  base  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  programs,  $80.7  billion  was  requested  for  overseas  contin¬ 
gency  operations,  and  $17.9  billion  was  requested  for  national  secu¬ 
rity  programs  in  the  Department  of  Energy. 

The  bill  authorizes  $625.1  billion  for  national  defense  discre¬ 
tionary  programs  for  fiscal  year  2014.  This  total  includes  $526.6 
billion  for  base  Department  of  Defense  programs,  $80.7  billion  for 
overseas  contingency  operations,  and  $17.8  billion  for  national  se¬ 
curity  programs  in  the  Department  of  Energy. 

The  Administration’s  fiscal  year  2014  budget  for  national  defense 
also  included  discretionary  programs  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  discretionary  programs  that 
do  not  require  further  authorization  and  mandatory  programs  that 
are  in  current  law.  When  these  programs  are  added  to  the  Admin¬ 
istration’s  budget  the  request  for  national  defense  totaled  $641.1 
billion. 

The  two  tables  preceding  the  detailed  program  adjustments  in  di¬ 
vision  D  of  this  report  summarize  the  direct  authorizations  and  the 
equivalent  budget  authority  levels  for  fiscal  year  2014  defense  pro¬ 
grams.  The  first  table  summarizes  committee  action  on  the  author¬ 
izations  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee.  It  includes  the 
authorization  for  spending  from  the  trust  fund  of  the  Armed  Forces 
Retirement  Home  which  is  outside  the  national  defense  budget 
function.  The  second  table  summarizes  the  total  budget  authority 
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implication  for  national  defense  by  adding  funding  for  items  that 
are  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee  or  are  already  au¬ 
thorized. 

Budgetary  effects  of  this  Act  (sec.  4) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  that 
the  budgetary  effects  of  this  Act  be  determined  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  established  in  the  Statutory  Pay-As-You-Go-Act  of 
2010  (title  I  of  Public  Law  111-139). 


DIVISION  A— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

TITLE  I— PROCUREMENT 

Subtitle  A — Authorization  of  Appropriations 
Authorization  of  appropriations  (sec.  101) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  procurement  activities  at  the  levels  identified  in 
section  4101  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  C — Navy  Programs 

Multiyear  procurement  authority  for  E-2D  aircraft  (sec.  121) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  buy  E-2D  aircraft  under  a  multiyear  pro¬ 
curement  contract.  The  Navy  estimates  that  it  stands  to  achieve  a 
roughly  10  percent  savings  under  the  multiyear  approach,  as  com¬ 
pared  to  annual  procurement  contracts. 

CVN-78  class  aircraft  carrier  program  (sec.  122) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  122  of  the  John  Warner  National  Defense  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  2007  (Public  Law  109-364)  by:  (1)  in  subsection 
(a)(1),  striking  “$10,500,000,000”  and  inserting  “$12,887,000,000;” 
(2)  in  subsection  (b),  adding  a  new  factor  for  adjustment  allowing 
increases  or  decreases  in  the  cost  of  the  ship  that  are  attributable 
to  the  shipboard  test  program;  and  (3)  changing  the  heading  of  the 
subsection  to  reflect  that  the  name  of  the  program  has  changed 
from  CVN-21  to  CVN-78. 

The  provision  would  require  a  quarterly  report  providing  the 
CVN-79  program  manager’s  cost  estimate  for  CVN-79.  The  provi¬ 
sion  would  require  the  Navy  to  halt  payment  of  fee  on  any  cost- 
type  or  incentive  fee  contract  associated  with  CVN-79  until  such 
time  that  the  variance  between  the  total  program  cost  estimate  and 
the  mandated  cost  cap  has  been  corrected. 

The  changes  in  the  CVN-78  cost  cap  are  related  to  three  major 
areas: 

(1)  reflecting  allowable  changes  in  the  original  cost  cap  due 
to  economic  inflation,  changes  in  federal,  state,  or  local  laws, 
changes  in  nonrecurring  design  and  engineering  costs  attrib¬ 
utable  to  achieving  compliance  with  the  cost  limitation,  and 
changes  to  correct  deficiencies  that  may  affect  the  safety  of  the 
ship  and  personnel; 
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(2)  cost  increases  from  the  shipyard,  resulting  from  increases 
in  labor  costs,  material  costs,  and  design  costs,  offset  by  a  re¬ 
duction  in  shipyard’s  fee;  and 

(3)  cost  increases  in  government-furnished  equipment. 

The  cost  increases  in  the  latter  two  categories  are  changes  out¬ 
side  the  original,  allowable  changes  in  the  cost  cap,  and  are  trou¬ 
blesome.  The  Navy  had  envisioned  the  CVN-78  and  CVN-79  (then 
called  “CVNX-1”  and  “CVNX-2”)  as  evolutionary  ships  that  would 
implement  new  technologies  gradually  as  they  matured.  However, 
the  Department  of  Defense  determined  that  planned  incremental 
improvements  for  CVNX-1  did  not  justify  the  significant  invest¬ 
ments  nor  match  the  pace  of  technology,  given  the  length  of  time 
needed  to  build  the  carrier.  Instead,  the  CVNX-1  and  CVNX-2  de¬ 
signs  were  combined  into  a  single,  transformational  ship  design, 
called  “CVN-21,”  with  the  intent  to  skip  a  generation  of  tech¬ 
nology,  while  meeting  operational  timelines  for  delivery. 

This  has  resulted  in  cost  increases  in  the  shipyard,  and  costs  in¬ 
creases  in  the  new  technologies  developed  and  designed  to  be  in¬ 
stalled  as  government-furnished  equipment.  The  shipyard  has  not 
been  as  efficient  as  it  could  be,  but  combining  these  two  ships  and 
maintaining  the  original  construction  schedule  for  operational  rea¬ 
sons  has  resulted  in  reduced  productivity  and  inefficiencies  in  the 
shipyard’s  effort.  All  told,  this  has  resulted  in  roughly  40  percent 
of  the  reason  to  raise  the  cost  cap. 

There  have  also  been  cost  increases  in  the  equipment  beyond  the 
control  of  the  shipyard.  These  include  the  “transformational”  tech¬ 
nologies  of  the  electromagnetic  aircraft  launch  system  (EMALS), 
the  dual-band  radar  (DBR),  and  advanced  arresting  gear  (AAG). 
While  each  of  these  technologies  represents  an  improvement  in  ca¬ 
pability  and  promise  substantial  reductions  in  life  cycle  costs,  col¬ 
lectively,  these  technologies  resulted  in  roughly  one  third  of  the  in¬ 
crease  to  the  total  construction  costs  of  CVN-78. 

As  a  result  of  the  scrutiny  of  the  CVN-78  program,  the  Navy  be¬ 
lieves  that  they  and  the  shipyard  can  deliver  the  CVN-79  within 
the  cost  cap  for  the  program  recently  adjusted  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy.  This  derives  from  a  number  of  factors,  including: 

(1)  CVN-79  construction  will  start  with  a  complete  design 
and  a  complete  bill  of  material; 

(2)  CVN-79  construction  will  start  with  a  firm  set  of  stable 
requirements; 

(3)  CVN-79  construction  will  start  with  the  development 
complete  on  a  host  of  new  technologies  inserted  on  CVN  78 
ranging  from  the  EMALS  and  DBR,  to  key  valves  in  systems 
throughout  the  ship;  and 

(4)  CVN-79  construction  will  start  with  a  revised  construc¬ 
tion  plan  that  emphasizes  the  completion  of  work  and  ship  out¬ 
fitting  as  early  as  possible  in  the  construction  process  to  opti¬ 
mize  cost  and  ultimately  schedule  performance. 

The  Administration  and  Congress  chose  to  ignore  the  lessons  re¬ 
peatedly  and  painfully  learned  in  previous  shipbuilding  programs 
that  resulted  in  delays  and  cost  increases.  A  decision  to  skip  a  gen¬ 
eration  of  technology  must  be  accompanied  by  an  operational  as¬ 
sessment  of  the  need  date  for  the  operational  capability  and  a  plan 
to  ensure  new  generations  of  technologies  are  developed,  tested, 
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and  ready  for  installation  at  the  optimum  time  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  ship.  Unfortunately,  the  decision  on  the  construction 
cycle  for  CVN-78  construction  was  driven  more  by  the  need  to  re¬ 
place  the  USS  Enterprise  at  the  end  of  her  service  life  and  the  need 
to  maintain  workload  and  the  industrial  base  of  suppliers  for  the 
sole  U.S.  builder  of  aircraft  carriers.  The  committee  is  committed 
to  working  with  the  Department  of  the  Navy  to  ensure  these  les¬ 
sons  are  not  learned  again  in  future  Navy  vessel  construction. 

Repeal  of  requirements  relating  to  procurement  of  future 
surface  combatants  (sec.  123) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  repeal  section 
125  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010 
(Public  Law  111-84).  Under  section  125,  the  Navy  was  prohibited 
from  obligating  or  expending  funds  for  construction  of,  or  advance 
procurement  of  materials  for,  naval  surface  combatants  to  be  con¬ 
structed  after  fiscal  year  2011  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  had 
provided  specific  reports  to  Congress.  The  report  submitted  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  Congress  of  February  2010  provided  the 
Department  of  the  Navy’s  implementation  plan  to  complete  these 
reports. 

Modification  of  requirements  to  sustain  Navy  airborne  intel¬ 
ligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance  capabilities 
(sec.  124) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  112  of  the  Ike  Skelton  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  2011  (Public  Law  111-383)  to  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  to  maintain  sufficient  numbers  of  EP-3  Airborne  Recon¬ 
naissance  Integrated  Electronic  System  II  (ARIES  II)  Spiral  3  air¬ 
craft  and  Special  Projects  Aircraft  (SPA)  version  P909  to  support 
the  wartime  operational  plans  of  U.S.  Pacific  Command  (PACOM), 
and  to  maintain  the  capacity  to  support  five  EP-3s  for  allocation 
to  the  combatant  commands  under  the  Global  Force  Management 
Allocation  Plan  (GFMAP),  until  the  Navy’s  multi-intelligence 
Broad-Area  Maritime  Surveillance  System  Triton  aircraft  with  sig¬ 
nals  intelligence  (SIGINT)  capabilities  reaches  initial  operational 
capability  (IOC).  The  provision  also  would  require  the  Secretary  to 
upgrade  the  final  (12th)  EP-3  ARIES  II  aircraft  to  the  Spiral  3 
configuration,  and  to  correct  electronic  intelligence  (ELINT)  obso¬ 
lescence  problems  on  both  the  EP-3  and  the  SPA  aircraft.  Finally, 
the  provision  would  require  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Require¬ 
ments  Oversight  Council  to  coordinate  with  the  Commanders  of 
PACOM  and  the  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  to  determine 
requirements  for  the  special  capabilities  provided  by  the  SPA  air¬ 
craft,  and  would  require  the  Secretary  to  sustain  sufficient  num¬ 
bers  of  SPA  aircraft  to  meet  those  requirements  until  the  Navy 
achieves  IOC  of  a  system  with  capabilities  greater  than  or  equal 
to  the  SPA. 

Section  112  of  Public  Law  111-383  was  intended  to  prevent  a 
trough  in  capabilities  as  the  Navy  developed  replacements  for  the 
EP-3  and  the  SPA  intelligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance 
(ISR)  systems.  The  committee  is  persuaded  that  the  terms  of  that 
provision  have  not  been  effective  in  preventing  such  a  trough.  The 
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Navy  is  planning  to  remove  a  large  number  of  personnel  from  the 
EP-3  and  SPA  programs  and  to  use  those  billets  to  stand  up  an 
early  version  of  the  Triton  program.  However,  this  version  of  Triton 
is  purely  a  complement  to  the  P-8  Maritime  Patrol  aircraft,  and 
does  not  have  SIGINT  capabilities.  The  personnel  reductions  in  the 
EP-3  and  SPA  fleets  will  have  the  effect  of  substantially  reducing 
the  number  of  aircraft  that  can  be  supported  for  GFMAP  allocation 
and  wartime  operations  plans.  The  multi-intelligence  version  of 
Triton,  with  a  capable  SIGINT  suite,  is  not  planned  to  achieve  IOC 
until  very  late  in  this  decade.  Clearly,  there  will  be  a  trough  in  ISR 
support  for  the  combatant  commands  for  a  number  of  years  if  these 
plans  are  implemented. 

In  addition,  the  ELINT  systems  on  both  the  SPA  and  EP-3  air¬ 
craft  are  very  old  and  pose  serious  obsolescence  problems.  Else¬ 
where  in  this  report,  the  committee  recommends  authorization  of 
funding  to  address  these  obsolescence  problems,  as  well  as  to  up¬ 
grade  the  final  (12th)  EP-3  primary  aircraft  authorization  to  the 
Spiral  3  configuration. 

Littoral  Combat  Ship  (sec.  125) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  that 
the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (CNO),  in  coordination  with  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation,  to  submit  a  report  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  on  the  current  concept  of  oper¬ 
ations  and  expected  survivability  attributes  of  each  of  the  Littoral 
Combat  Ship  (LCS)  sea  frames  when  they  would  be  employed  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  concept  of  operations. 

When  addressing  survivability  attributes,  the  committee  expects 
the  CNO’s  report  to  deal  specifically  with:  (1)  comparative  assess¬ 
ments  of  the  survivability  of  the  LCS  sea  frames  with  the  surviv¬ 
ability  of  other  Navy  combatants  and  with  the  adversarial  surface 
combatants;  and  (2)  operational  assessments  of  the  core  defensive 
capabilities  of  each  of  the  LCS  sea  frames,  especially  when  em¬ 
ployed  against  air  threats  expected  to  face  the  LCS  under  the  con¬ 
cept  of  operations. 

Subtitle  D — Air  Force  Programs 
Tactical  airlift  fleet  of  the  Air  Force  (sec.  131) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  consider,  as  part  of  the  recapitaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  tactical  airlift  fleet  of  the  Air  Force:  (1)  upgrades  to  leg¬ 
acy  C-130H  aircraft  designed  to  help  such  aircraft  meet  the  fuel 
economy  goals  of  the  Air  Force;  and  (2)  retention  of  such  upgraded 
aircraft  in  the  tactical  airlift  fleet.  It  would  also  require  that  the 
Secretary  ensure  that  upgrades  to  the  C-130H  fleet  are  made  in 
a  manner  that  is  proportional  to  the  number  of  C-130H  aircraft  in 
the  force  structure  of  the  active  Air  Force,  the  Air  Force  Reserve, 
and  the  Air  National  Guard. 

Modification  of  limitations  on  retirement  of  B-52  bomber 
aircraft  (sec.  132) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  131(a)(1)  of  the  John  Warner  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2007  (P.L.  109-364)  by  striking  the  term  “in  a 
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common  capability  configuration.”  The  lack  of  a  definition  raises 
concerns  about  whether  it  could  also  apply  to  the  aircraft’s  nuclear 
capabilities  or  other  modifications  and  upgrades  on  the  fleet. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  President  has  yet  to  provide  Con¬ 
gress  the  force  reduction  strategy  to  comply  with  the  limits  im¬ 
posed  by  the  New  Strategic  Arms  Reduction  Treaty  (START),  de¬ 
spite  a  requirement  to  do  so  by  section  1042(a)  of  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Public  Law  112 — 81; 
125  Stat.  1575).  Without  such  strategic  guidance,  the  committee  is 
unable  to  fully  perform  its  oversight  role,  as  well  as  evaluate  and 
prioritize  resources  designated  to  support  U.S.  strategic  forces. 

During  a  hearing  on  April  17,  2013,  concerning  Department  of 
Defense  nuclear  force  and  policies,  Senator  Mark  Udall,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Strategic  Forces  Chairman  asked  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Global  Strategic  Affairs  Madelyn  Creedon  whether 
the  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request  reflected  the  New  START  force 
structure  changes.  Secretary  Creedon  responded  that  “the  way  that 
the  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request  is  structured  is  it  allows  both 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  to  continue  their  preparatory  work  that 
will  support  a  decision  that  will  be  made  in  the  context  of  fiscal 
year  2015  to  implement  either  a  reduction  in  the  total  number  of 
deployed  and  total  number  of  delivery  systems.  .  .  .  The  decision 
as  to  which  of  these  options  we  choose  has  not  been  made  yet,  but 
the  way  that  the  T4  budget  structure  is  designed  is  to  preserve  the 
option  as  we  get  closer  in  time,  as  we  understand  more  about  the 
pros  and  cons  of  each  option,  and  frankly  also  as  we  get  more  into 
where  the  whole  geopolitical  situation  is  going,  where  we’re  going 
with  further  discussions  with  Russia,  it  allows  us  to  maintain  that 
flexibility  for  as  long  as  possible  before  we  make  a  decision.” 

With  the  approaching  New  START  deadline,  it  is  more  likely 
that  the  committee  will  be  asked  to  consider  changes  to  U.S.  stra¬ 
tegic  force  structure  when  it  meets  next  year  to  review  the  fiscal 
year  2015  budget  request.  The  committee  believes  it  is  of  great  im¬ 
portance  that  the  President  provide  this  report,  as  well  as  other 
relevant  documentation — such  as  the  report  required  by  section 
1043  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2013  (Public  Law  112-239) — so  that  it  may  fully  assess  any  pro¬ 
posed  changes  to  U.S.  strategic  forces. 

The  committee  supports  the  Air  Force’s  request  that  it  adjust  the 
current  requirements  relative  to  maintaining  certain  nuclear-capa¬ 
ble  bombers.  However,  given  that  the  relevant  strategic  planning 
remains  incomplete,  the  committee  notes  that  any  reduction,  con¬ 
version,  or  decommissioning  of  nuclear-certified  strategic  bombers 
must  comply  with  the  requirements  of  section  1042  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  the  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law 
112-239). 

Repeal  of  requirement  for  maintenance  of  certain  retired 
KC — 135E  aircraft  (sec.  133) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  repeal  section 
135(b)  of  the  John  Warner  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  2007  (Public  Law  109-364).  Section  135(b)  requires 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  maintain  at  least  74  of  the  KC- 
135E  aircraft  retired  after  September  30,  2006  in  a  condition  that 


14 


would  allow  recall  of  the  aircraft  to  future  service  in  the  Air  Force 
Reserve,  Air  National  Guard,  or  active  forces  aerial  refueling  force 
structure. 

Under  the  Defense  Department’s  revised  strategic  guidance,  the 
existing  force  of  KC-10  and  KC-135R  tankers,  along  with  mod¬ 
ernization  under  the  KC-46A  program,  the  Air  Force  has  sufficient 
tanker  assets  now  and  throughout  the  future  years  defense  pro¬ 
gram  to  meet  requirements  without  the  need  to  reactivate  any  of 
the  KC-135E  aircraft.  Therefore,  there  is  little  need  to  incur  the 
expense  of  maintaining  these  74  KC-135E  aircraft  in  a  higher 
readiness  status. 

Prohibition  of  procurement  of  unnecessary  C-27J  aircraft 
by  the  Air  Force  (sec.  134) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  prevent  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  from  obligating  or  expending  any  funds 
for  the  procurement  of  C-27J  aircraft  not  already  on  contract  as  of 
June  1,  2013. 

Subtitle  E — Joint  and  Multiservice  Matters 

Multiyear  procurement  authority  for  C-130J  aircraft  (sec. 
151) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  buy  C-130J  aircraft  under  a 
multiyear  procurement  contract  for  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy.  The  Air  Force  estimates 
that  the  Department  of  Defense  stands  to  achieve  a  roughly  9.5 
percent  savings  under  the  multiyear  approach,  as  compared  to  an¬ 
nual  procurement  contracts. 

Sense  of  Senate  on  the  United  States  helicopter  industrial 
base  (sec.  152) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  should  take  into 
consideration  the  health  of  the  U.S.  helicopter  industrial  base  when 
building  the  Department’s  annual  budget. 

Budget  Items 
Army 

Enhanced  Medium  Altitude  Reconnaissance  and  Surveil¬ 
lance  System 

The  budget  request  included  $142.1  million  in  Aircraft  Procure¬ 
ment,  Army,  to  procure  four  Enhanced  Medium  Altitude  Reconnais¬ 
sance  and  Surveillance  System  (EMARSS)  aircraft.  In  section  934, 
the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  transfer  Air  Force  C-12  Liberty  aircraft  to  the 
Army  and  terminates  the  EMARSS  procurement  program.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Army  will  require  funds  to  convert  the  Air  Force  C-12 
Liberty  aircraft  to  the  EMARSS  configuration  to  meet  Army  re¬ 
quirements.  The  committee  directs  that  the  EMARSS  funds  be  uti¬ 
lized  to  convert  the  transferred  Air  Force  C-12  Liberty  aircraft  to 
the  EMARSS  configuration  to  meet  Army  requirements.  Any  funds 
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remaining  after  all  EMARSS  conversions  are  complete  may  be  used 
to  recapitalize  current  Army  MARSS  aircraft. 

UH-60M  Black  Hawk  helicopter 

The  budget  request  included  $1.0  billion  in  Aircraft  Procurement, 
Army  (APA),  for  the  UH-60M  Black  Hawk  helicopter.  At  the 
Army’s  request,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $20.0 
million  in  APA  for  the  UH-60M  Black  Hawk  and  an  increase  of 
$20.0  million  in  PE  23744A  for  aircraft  modifications  and  product 
improvement  programs. 

Paladin  Integrated  Management 

The  budget  request  included  $260.2  million  in  Procurement  of 
Weapons  and  Tracked  Combat  Vehicles  (WTCV),  Army,  for  the  Pal¬ 
adin  Integrated  Management  (PIM).  At  the  Army’s  request,  the 
committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $40.7  million  in  WTCV  for 
PIM  and  an  increase  of  $40.7  million  in  PE  64854A  for  artillery 
systems  engineering  manufacturing  and  demonstration. 

XM25  counter  defilade  target  engagement  weapon  system 

The  budget  request  included  $69.1  million  in  Weapons  and 
Tracked  Combat  Vehicles  (WTCV),  Army,  for  the  XM25  counter 
defilade  target  engagement  weapon  system.  The  XM25  is  a  grenade 
launcher  that  fires  a  25mm  projectile  selectively  programmed  to 
detonate  in  the  air  at  a  designated  range.  The  XM25  is  intended 
to  provide  infantry  and  other  units  with  a  more  precise  capability 
to  engage  targets  fighting  from  behind  terrain,  walls,  or  other  pro¬ 
tections. 

The  committee  understands  that  prototypes  of  this  weapon  were 
acquired,  initially  tested  for  safety,  and  deployed  to  Afghanistan  for 
a  forward  operational  assessment.  A  malfunction  during  this  as¬ 
sessment  has  raised  very  serious  questions  about  the  safety  and  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  weapon.  The  committee  further  understands  that 
the  Army  is  in  the  process  of  opening  consideration  of  other  avail¬ 
able  or  developmental  grenade  launchers  that  are  capable  of  firing 
programmable  munitions. 

Given  the  unreliable  performance  of  the  XM25  and  the  Army’s 
review  of  alternative  air  burst  weapon  systems,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  a  decrease  of  $69.1  million  in  WCTV  for  the  XM25 
counter  defilade  target  engagement  weapon  system. 

Carbine 

The  budget  request  included  $70.8  million  in  Weapons  and 
Tracked  Combat  Vehicles  (WTCV),  Army,  for  the  Army’s  small 
arms  carbine  program.  The  committee  notes  that  $49.5  million  of 
this  would  be  for  the  procurement  of  a  replacement  carbine  identi¬ 
fied  as  the  result  of  a  competitive  evaluation. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Army  has  reached  a  deci¬ 
sion  not  to  continue  with  the  individual  carbine  competitive  evalua¬ 
tion  program.  Therefore,  the  committee  concludes  that  funds  to 
procure  a  replacement  carbine  are  no  longer  needed  and  rec¬ 
ommends  a  decrease  of  $49.5  million  in  WTCV.  The  committee  sup¬ 
ports  procurement  of  M4A1  carbines  as  requested  in  the  budget. 
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Based  on  the  Army’s  decision  to  terminate  this  effort,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  designee,  to  provide 
the  congressional  defense  committees,  not  later  than  90  days  after 
termination,  a  briefing  on  the  justification  for  this  decision  and  a 
revised  small  arms  modernization  strategy.  The  committee  believes 
that  a  stable  small  arms  modernization  program  is  essential  and 
should  be  a  key  element  of  the  Army’s  overarching  modernization 
strategy  moving  forward.  A  revised  small  arms  strategy  should  in¬ 
clude  a  description  of  M4A1  procurements  required  annually  to 
sustain  the  force  until  a  next  generation  small  arms  program  is  es¬ 
tablished. 

5.56mm,  7.62mm,  .50  caliber,  and  30mm  reductions 

The  budget  request  included  $1.5  billion  in  Procurement  of  Am¬ 
munition,  Army  (PAA),  of  which  $112.1  million  was  for  5.56mm, 
$58.5  million  was  for  7.62mm,  $80.0  million  was  for  .50  caliber, 
and  $69.5  million  was  for  30mm. 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  identified  specific  amounts  in 
these  ammunition  accounts,  in  the  fiscal  year  2014  base  budget  re¬ 
quest,  for  reduction  as  a  result  of  competition,  reduced  unit  costs, 
and/or  reduced  requirements. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $74.5  mil¬ 
lion  in  PAA:  $25.0  million  in  5.56mm,  $5.0  million  in  7.62mm, 
$25.0  million  in  .50  caliber,  and  $19.5  million  in  30mm. 

25mm  reduction 

The  budget  request  included  $1.5  billion  in  Procurement  of  Am¬ 
munition,  Army  (PAA),  of  which  $16.5  million  was  for  25mm. 

The  committee  notes  that  per  fiscal  year  2014  Army  budget  docu¬ 
mentation,  the  XM1083  high  explosive  air  burst  (HEAB)  and  the 
XM1081  target  practice  (TP)  ammunition  for  the  Individual 
Counter  Defilade  Weapon  System  are  not  approved  for  service  use. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $10.3  mil¬ 
lion  in  PAA,  25mm:  $8.8  million  for  XM1083  HEAB,  and  $1.5  mil¬ 
lion  for  XM1081  TP. 


Navy 

Sustaining  capabilities  of  EP-3  and  Special  Projects  Aircraft 

The  budget  request  included  in  Aircraft  Procurement,  Navy, 
$55.9  million  for  the  EP-3  series  aircraft,  and  $3.7  million  for  the 
Special  Projects  Aircraft  (SPA).  Elsewhere  in  this  report,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  to  sustain  these  two  aircraft  fleets  until  the  end  of  the 
decade,  when  replacement  programs  are  scheduled  to  achieve  ini¬ 
tial  operational  capability. 

To  sustain  the  ability  of  these  systems  to  support  the  combatant 
commands  with  the  capacity  and  capabilities  required,  several  ac¬ 
tions  are  necessary.  One,  the  Navy  needs  to  complete  the  Spiral  3 
upgrade  to  all  12  of  the  EP-3  primary  aircraft  authorization,  rath¬ 
er  than  stopping  at  11,  as  proposed  in  this  budget  request.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  committee  recommends  an  additional  $8.0  million  for 
EP-3  series  procurement. 
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Two,  due  to  the  extreme  ages  of  the  electronics  on  certain  sen¬ 
sors  on  these  aircraft,  the  Navy  faces  serious  obsolescence  problems 
in  the  EP-3  and  SPA  fleets.  The  Navy’s  Multi-Intelligence  Sensor 
Development  project  is  developing  sensors  for  the  future  MQ-4C 
Triton  Broad  Area  Maritime  Surveillance  system  that  could  correct 
the  obsolescence  problems  for  the  EP-3  and  SPA  aircraft.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  authorization  of  $14.0  million  for  EP-3  series 
procurement,  and  $5.0  million  for  SPA  procurement  to  procure  and 
install  these  sensors,  which  will  introduce  new  capabilities  into  the 
fleet  before  the  Triton  multi-intelligence  version  achieves  oper¬ 
ational  status. 

Three,  the  committee  recommends  authorization  of  an  additional 
$5.0  million  for  the  SPA  program  office  in  the  SPA  procurement 
line  to  sustain  engineering,  integration,  and  technical  services  sup¬ 
port. 

Close-in  weapon  system  modifications 

The  budget  request  included  $56.3  million  to  purchase  and  in¬ 
stall  various  modifications  for  the  close-in  weapon  system  (CIWS), 
including  $7.7  million  for  reliability,  maintainability,  and  avail¬ 
ability  (RMA)  kits.  The  CIWS  is  the  primary,  last  ditch  self  defense 
system  in  the  Navy  fleet. 

The  Navy  has  begun  experiencing  reliability  problems  with  the 
latest  CIWS  version,  the  Block  IB.  To  deal  with  these  issues,  the 
Navy  has  developed  the  RMA  kit  that  will  fix  known  reliability 
problems  and  also  deal  with  issues  of  parts  obsolescence.  The  Navy 
can  install  the  RMA  kits  dockside,  without  having  to  send  the 
CIWS  or  its  modules  to  the  depot.  In  addition,  installing  these  kits 
will  allow  the  Navy  to  extend  time  between  major  CIWS  overhauls, 
while  still  maintaining  an  acceptable  level  of  operational  avail¬ 
ability. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Navy  should  move  more  expedi¬ 
tiously  on  fielding  these  kits  to  the  fleet,  and  recommends  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $6.4  million  to  buy  24  additional  RMA  kits. 

Afloat  forward  staging  base 

The  budget  request  included  $134.9  million  in  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Sealift  Fund  (NDSF)  for  the  third  mobile  landing  platform 
(MLP-3)  for  which  the  bulk  of  the  funding  was  provided  in  fiscal 
year  2012.  The  request  also  included  $524.0  million  in  Shipbuilding 
and  Conversion,  Navy  (SCN),  to  procure  the  fourth  mobile  landing 
platform  (MLP-4). 

The  Navy  planned  to  use  NDSF  funds  to  complete  MLP-3  as  the 
first  afloat  forward  staging  base  (AFSB-1)  platform  and  use  the 
SCN  funds  to  buy  MLP-4  as  the  second  afloat  forward  staging  base 
(AFSB-2).  As  a  result  of  reviewing  requirements  for  the  AFSB  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Navy  has  decided  that  some  funding  in  the  request 
needs  to  be  shifted  from  the  NDSF  account  to  the  SCN  account, 
that  some  funds  in  the  NDSF  budget  request  are  now  not  required 
to  execute  the  AFSB  program  in  either  account. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  to  SCN  of 
$55.3  million  and  a  decrease  to  the  NDSF  of  $112.2  million. 
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DDG-51 

The  budget  request  for  Shipbuilding  and  Conversion,  Navy 
(SCN),  included  $1,615.6  million  to  purchase  one  DDG-51  de¬ 
stroyer,  and  $388.6  million  in  advance  procurement  to  buy  DDG- 
51  destroyers  in  later  years.  This  would  be  the  second  year  of  a 
multiyear  contract  for  the  DDG-51  program. 

Congress  added  $1.0  billion  to  the  fiscal  year  2013  budget  re¬ 
quest  to  purchase  an  additional  DDG-51  beyond  the  two  DDG-51s 
in  the  budget  request.  After  the  implementation  of  sequestration 
earlier  this  year,  the  Navy  found  that  sequestration  left  the  Navy 
several  hundred  million  dollars  short  of  having  enough  funds  to 
award  the  contract  for  the  third  ship. 

The  committee  specifically  recommended  multiyear  procurement 
authority  last  year  that  allowed  for  buying  this  extra  ship  and  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  Navy  should  buy  the  extra  ship  to  help  meet  force 
structure  shortfalls. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $100.0  million  in  SCN 
for  completion  of  prior  year  shipbuilding  programs  to  help  buy  this 
additional  DDG-51. 


Air  Force 


MQ-9 

The  budget  request  included  $272.2  million  in  Aircraft  Procure¬ 
ment,  Air  Force  (APAF),  for  the  MQ-9  program  to  buy  12  aircraft 
and  to  pay  for  various  production  support  activities.  According  to 
program  officials,  the  program  has  $30.0  million  in  fiscal  year  2012 
APAF  funds  that  are  excess  to  program  needs,  since  some  planned 
aircraft  procurements  for  fiscal  year  2012  were  delayed  until  fiscal 
year  2013.  These  funds  could  be  used  to  pay  for  other  activities 
within  the  MQ-9  program. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $30.0  million 
in  fiscal  year  2014  for  procurement  of  MQ-9,  which  the  Air  Force 
can  offset  with  the  available  prior  year  funds. 

Reaper  synthetic  aperture  radar 

The  budget  request  included  $35.0  million  in  Aircraft  Procure¬ 
ment,  Air  Force,  for  the  procurement  of  upgrades  to  the  Lynx  syn¬ 
thetic  aperture  radar  system  for  the  Reaper  unmanned  aerial  vehi¬ 
cle  (UAV).  This  request  would  be  the  first  year  of  retrofits  for  what 
is  planned  to  be  a  procurement  costing  $125.0  million  over  the  fu¬ 
ture-years  defense  program. 

The  committee  recommends  no  funding  for  this  program.  There 
is  insufficient  justification  for  upgrading  this  system  because  field 
studies  and  Air  Force  subject  matter  experts  acknowledge  that  the 
system  is  almost  never  used.  Furthermore,  the  upgrade  is  intended 
to  provide  a  rudimentary  dismount  moving  target  indication  (MTI) 
capability,  while  the  Air  Force  is  separately  funding  a  robust  dis¬ 
mount  MTI  radar  program  for  the  Reaper  UAV. 

C-130  aircraft  modifications 

The  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request  did  not  request  funding  for 
the  C-130  avionics  modernization  program  (AMP),  but  included 
$9.9  million  for  communication,  navigation,  surveillance/air  traffic 
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management  (CNS/ATM)  upgrades  and  $4.3  million  for  upgrading 
cockpit  voice  and  digital  data  recorders  (CVR/DVR)  for  legacy  C- 
130  aircraft  in  Aircraft  Procurement,  Air  Force  (APAF).  The  pro¬ 
gram  of  record  for  modernizing  the  legacy  C-130  aircraft  until  the 
fiscal  year  2013  budget  request  was  the  C-130  AMP.  When  the  Air 
Force  announced  a  decision  to  cancel  AMP,  the  program  was  al¬ 
ready  in  low  rate  initial  production  and  had  delivered  five  aircraft, 
four  additional  kits,  and  training  devices. 

Section  143  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  prevented  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  from  canceling  or  modifying  the  avionics  modernization  pro¬ 
gram  for  C-130  aircraft  until  90  days  after  he  submits  a  cost-ben¬ 
efit  analysis  comparing  the  original  C-130  AMP  with  a  program 
that  would  upgrade  and  modernize  the  legacy  C-130  airlift  fleet 
using  a  reduced  scope  program  for  avionics  and  mission  planning 
systems.  Earlier  this  year,  the  Air  Force  contracted  with  the  Insti¬ 
tute  for  Defense  Analyses  (IDA)  to  conduct  this  study.  The  Air 
Force  indicates  that  the  study  results  should  be  available  later  in 
calendar  year  2013. 

The  committee  strongly  supports  modernization  of  the  Nation’s 
legacy  C-130  fleet,  and  fears  that  the  delay  in  the  awarding  the 
study  contract  will  cause  the  Air  Force  to  lose  another  year  in  mod¬ 
ernizing  the  legacy  C-130  fleet.  Therefore,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  an  increase  of  $47.3  million  in  APAF  to  fund  modifica¬ 
tions  of  legacy  C-130  with  either:  (1)  the  original  AMP  upgrade;  or 
(2)  an  alternative  program  that  would  upgrade  and  modernize  the 
legacy  C-130  airlift  fleet  using  a  reduced  scope  program  for  avi¬ 
onics  and  mission  planning  systems.  The  use  of  these  funds  and 
the  use  of  the  funds  for  CNS/ATM  and  CVR/DVR  upgrades  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  budget  should  be  informed  by  the  results  of  the  IDA 
study.  The  committee  directs  that  none  of  these  funds  be  obligated 
or  expended  until  90  days  after  the  Secretary  submits  the  IDA  re¬ 
port.  The  committee  also  reminds  the  Air  Force  that  the  restric¬ 
tions  in  section  143  continue  to  apply. 

Defense- wide 

MQ-9  Unmanned  Aerial  Vehicle 

The  budget  request  included  $1.89  million  in  Procurement,  De¬ 
fense-wide,  for  the  acquisition  and  support  of  special  operations- 
unique  mission  kits  for  the  MQ-9  Unmanned  Aerial  Vehicle  (UAV). 
U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  (USSOCOM)  is  responsible  for 
the  development  and  acquisition  of  special  operations  capabilities 
to,  among  other  things,  effectively  carry  out  operations  against  ter¬ 
rorist  networks  while  avoiding  collateral  damage. 

The  committee  approved  an  above  threshold  reprogramming  of 
funds  requested  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  January  2013  to 
provide  for  the  development,  integration,  and  testing  of  additional 
capabilities  to  address  identified  technology  gaps  on  USSOCOM 
UAVs.  The  committee  understands  that  this  reprogramming  only 
partially  addressed  such  technology  gaps.  Therefore,  the  committee 
recommends  an  additional  $13.0  million  in  Procurement,  Defense- 
wide,  to  field  additional  capabilities  for  the  MQ-9  UAV. 
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Items  of  Special  Interest 
Army  air-to-ground  rocket  and  missile  programs 

The  committee  supports  the  Department  of  Defense’s  efforts  to 
find  and  take  advantage  of  opportunities  to  develop  joint  programs 
that  can  reduce  costs  and  meet  service  requirements.  In  this  regard 
the  committee  notes  that  the  Marine  Corps  has  developed  a  weap¬ 
on  system  that  transforms  the  standard  2.75-inch  Hydra-type  rock¬ 
et  into  laser-guided  precision  munitions.  The  advantages  of  a 
smaller  precision-guided  rocket  are  apparent,  not  just  in  terms  of 
reduced  cost  but  also  operational  effectiveness  as  the  lower  weight 
of  each  rocket  allows  an  aircraft  to  carry  more  of  them  increasing 
the  number  of  engagements  possible  per  sortie.  The  committee  rec¬ 
ognizes,  however,  that  a  new  smaller,  precision-guided  rocket  must 
be  a  capability  integrated  with  each  services’  other  air-to-ground 
rocket  and  missile  portfolios.  The  Air  Force,  for  example,  is  in  the 
process  of  qualifying  this  precision  rocket  on  a  variety  of  its  multi¬ 
role  combat  aircraft. 

Given  efforts  to  date  by  the  Marine  Corps  and  the  Air  Force,  and 
the  potential  for  achieving  a  precision  engagement  capability  at  a 
significantly  reduced  cost,  the  committee  is  interested  to  know  the 
Army’s  analysis  of  this  capability  as  part  of  its  portfolio  of  armed 
helicopter  rocket  and  missile  munitions.  Accordingly,  the  committee 
directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  designee,  to  brief  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees,  not  later  than  December  1,  2013,  on  the 
Army’s  assessment  of  its  current  and  future  requirements  and  ca¬ 
pabilities  for  air-to-ground  precision-guided  rocket  and  missile  mu¬ 
nitions. 

Additionally,  the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  Government  Accountability  Office  to  provide  the  congressional 
defense  committees,  not  later  than  December  1,  2013,  with  an  as¬ 
sessment  of  each  of  the  services’  ground-attack  rocket  and  missile 
programs.  This  assessment  shall  examine  where  there  are  potential 
redundancies  in  service  air-to-ground  rocket  and  missile  programs; 
make  recommendations  where  the  services  could  benefit  from  a 
consolidation  of  these  requirements  and  capabilities;  and  identify 
the  savings,  if  any,  associated  with  the  consolidation  of  such  pro¬ 
grams. 

Army  and  Marine  Corps  initiatives  to  improve  armored  ve¬ 
hicle  fuel  efficiency 

The  committee  notes  the  commitment  of  the  Army  and  Marine 
Corps  to  reduce  the  operational  fuel  consumption  of  their  current 
and  future  armored  vehicles.  The  benefits  of  lower  fuel  consump¬ 
tion  without  sacrificing  performance  include  not  only  reduced  cost, 
but  also  reduced  vulnerability  of  theater  logistics  storage  and  re¬ 
supply  activity,  and  increased  operational  flexibility.  This  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  congressional  intent  found  in  section  2911  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  requiring  consideration  of  fuel  logistics  support 
requirements  in  planning,  requirements  development,  and  acquisi¬ 
tion  processes. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  Army  and 
Marine  Corps  to  implement  consideration  of  the  fully  burdened  cost 
of  fuel  into  its  plans  for  reset,  upgrade,  and  modernization  of  their 
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armored  vehicle  fleets  as  well  as  in  the  requirements  determination 
and  development  of  their  next  generation  armored  vehicles.  In  this 
regard  the  committee  is  interested  to  learn  more  about  Army  and 
Marine  Corps  efforts  to  reduce  fuel  consumption  that  could  result 
in  near-term  savings. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  for  Acquisition,  Logistics,  and  Technology,  and  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  for  Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition, 
or  their  designees,  to  provide  the  congressional  defense  committees 
with  briefings  on  their  plans  and  efforts  to  achieve  improved  fuel 
efficiency  in  their  current  armored  vehicle  fleets.  These  briefings, 
by  armored  vehicle  type,  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the 
Army  and  Marine  Corps  priorities  and  objectives,  plans  and  sched¬ 
ules  for  research  and  development,  investments  to  date  and 
planned  over  the  future-years  defense  program,  government  and 
commercial  research  and  development  efforts  including  testing  re¬ 
sults  that  illustrate  technological  challenges  and  potential,  and  an 
assessment  of  the  competitive  environment  for  development  and 
production  of  capable  and  affordable  technologies  to  achieve  greater 
fuel  efficiency.  The  Secretaries  shall  provide  these  briefings  not 
later  than  60  days  after  enactment  of  the  National  Defense  Author¬ 
ization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 

Close  air  support  requirements 

The  Joint  Strike  Fighter  is  designed  to  replace  the  F— 16  and  A— 
10  in  the  Air  Force  inventory.  The  A-10  has  served  as  the  Air 
Force’s  primary  close  air  support  asset,  having  been  designed  for 
that  specific  mission  with  characteristics  that  permit  it  to  operate 
and  maneuver  at  low  altitude  and  slow  speeds.  The  aircraft  is  also 
heavily  armored  to  ensure  the  highest  survivability  for  the  pilot 
and  vital  aircraft  systems. 

To  ensure  that  the  Department  of  Defense  is  not  heading  toward 
a  situation  where  there  may  be  gaps  in  capability  to  meet  close  air 
support  requirements  when  the  A-10  is  retired,  the  committee  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  in  consultation  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  whether  there 
will  be  any  shortfalls  in  capability  that  will  be  incurred  when  the 
Air  Force  transitions  from  a  fleet  having  A-10  aircraft  to  a  fleet 
consisting  entirely  of  F-22  and  F-35  aircraft.  If  there  are  any  gaps 
between  capabilities  and  requirements,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  should  present  alternatives  for  meeting  those  requirements. 
The  Secretary  shall  submit  this  study  with  the  fiscal  year  2015 
budget  submission. 

Comptroller  General  review  of  the  Ford-class  aircraft  car¬ 
rier  program 

The  Navy  is  developing  the  Ford-class  nuclear  powered  aircraft 
carrier  (CVN-78)  to  serve  as  the  future  centerpiece  of  the  carrier 
strike  group.  Ford-class  carriers  will  introduce  several  advanced 
technologies  that  are  intended  to  create  operational  efficiencies 
while  enabling  higher  sortie  rates  with  reduced  manpower  com¬ 
pared  to  current  carriers.  As  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  report, 
however,  these  new  technologies  have  led  to  cost  and  schedule 
problems  in  constructing  the  first  ship  of  the  class. 
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The  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  has  recently  re¬ 
ported  on  significant  technology  delays,  construction  inefficiencies, 
testing  shortfalls,  and  cost  and  schedule  pressures  currently  facing 
CVN-78.  The  committee  remains  concerned  that  these  issues  could 
delay  and  limit  demonstration  of  eventual  CVN-78  capabilities  and 
potentially  affect  cost,  schedule,  and  performance  outcomes  for  the 
next  ship,  CVN-79. 

Section  124  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  required  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  to  report  what  program  management  and  cost  control  meas¬ 
ures  the  Navy  will  employ  in  constructing  the  second  Ford-class 
aircraft  carrier.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy’s  report  in  response  to 
that  requirement  identified  a  number  of  changes  in  the  way  CVN- 
79  will  be  built  that  will  help  improve  on  the  performance  on  CVN- 
78. 

In  light  of  these  concerns,  the  committee  directs  the  GAO  to  un¬ 
dertake  a  follow-on  review  of  Ford-class  carrier  acquisition  pro¬ 
gram.  Specifically,  the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General 
to  review: 

(1)  program  management  and  cost  control  measures  the 
Navy  plans  to  employ  in  constructing  the  CVN-79  ship,  as 
identified  in  its  May  2013  report  to  Congress,  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  extent  to  which  these  may  be  effective  in  controlling 
costs.  As  part  of  this  analysis,  the  Comptroller  General  should 
evaluate  the  Navy’s  plans  for  executing  the  detail  design  and 
construction  contract  for  CVN-79,  and  should  pay  particular 
attention  to  components  of  the  Navy’s  plan  intended  to  accom¬ 
modate  remaining  schedule  risk  in  the  CVN-78  building  pro¬ 
gram; 

(2)  sufficiency  of  the  Navy’s  post-delivery  test  plans  for 
CVN-78  in  facilitating  timely  demonstration  of  ship  capabili¬ 
ties.  As  part  of  this  analysis,  the  Comptroller  General  should 
evaluate  the  extent  to  which  land-based  testing  delays  for  crit¬ 
ical  ship  technologies  have  complicated  the  Navy’s  planned 
post-delivery  testing  activities  and  schedule; 

(3)  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  analysis  underpinning  the 
Navy’s  current  capability  estimates  for  CVN-78,  progress 
made  in  meeting  the  ship’s  capability  requirements,  and  gaps 
that  may  exist  between  the  likely  performance  of  the  ship  and 
its  major  capability  requirements;  and 

(4)  maturity  and  implementation  of  plans  by  the  shipbuilder 
to  manage  the  workforce  during  concurrent  construction  of 
CVN-78  and  CVN-79. 

The  committee  further  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  submit 
a  report  on  his  review  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  by 
April  30,  2014. 

Comptroller  General  review  of  the  Littoral  Combat  Ship 
program 

The  Navy’s  Littoral  Combat  Ship  (LCS)  program  is  intended  to 
be  a  relatively  smaller,  more  affordable  vessel  than  cruisers  or  de¬ 
stroyers  that  carries  modular  payloads  supporting  the  anti-surface 
warfare,  mine  countermeasures,  and  anti-submarine  warfare  mis¬ 
sion  area. 
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The  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  has  recently  re¬ 
ported  to  the  committee  on  significant  concerns  about  the  LCS  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  light  of  these  concerns,  the  committee  directs  GAO  to  under¬ 
take  a  follow-on  review  of  LCS  acquisition  program.  Specifically, 
the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  review: 

(1)  seaframe  production  and  testing,  including: 

(a)  seaframe  developmental  test  activities  and  changes 
made  to  correct  deficiencies  identified  during  testing  to 
date; 

(b)  weight  management  for  both  variants  of  the 
seaframe; 

(c)  Navy  plans  for  verifying  survivability,  including  the 
use  of  surrogate  aluminum  structures;  and 

(d)  plans  for  achieving  greater  commonality  between  the 
variants,  and  progress  made  in  executing  such  plans; 

(2)  mission  module  development  and  testing,  including  devel¬ 
opmental  test  activities  and  changes  the  Navy  plans  to  correct 
deficiencies  identified  during  testing  to  date; 

(3)  lessons  the  Navy  may  be  learning  from  the  deployment 
of  LCS-1  to  Singapore; 

(4)  results  of  Navy  studies  on  LCS  requirements  and  tech¬ 
nical  capabilities,  and  any  recommendations  for  changes  to  the 
design  and/or  capabilities  of  either  the  current  LCS  configura¬ 
tions  or  potential  future  LCS  configurations; 

(5)  role  of  the  LCS  Council  in  overseeing  LCS  acquisition 
and  fleet  introduction. 

The  committee  further  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  submit 
a  report  on  his  review  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  by 
April  30,  2014. 

Defense  ground  radar  programs 

The  Senate  report  accompanying  S.  1390  (S.  Rept.  111-35)  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010  (Public 
Law  111-84)  raised  concerns  regarding  the  requirements,  capabili¬ 
ties,  and  affordability  of  the  Marine  Corps  TPS-80  Ground/Air 
Task  Oriented  Radar  (G/ATOR).  While  the  TPS-80  G/ATOR  pro¬ 
gram  has  made  progress  recently,  the  committee  notes  that  the 
Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  report  of  March  2013  ti¬ 
tled  “Defense  Acquisitions:  Assessments  of  Selected  Weapon  Pro¬ 
grams”  (GAO-13-294SP)  found  that  the  G/ATOR  program  has 
more  than  doubled  in  unit  cost,  total  program  costs,  and  research 
and  development  costs  since  the  program  began  in  2005. 

The  Senate  report  also  noted  that  the  Marine  Corps  was  at  that 
time  reviewing  the  G/ATOR  mobile  ground  multi-mode  radar  pro¬ 
gram  for  possible  joint  development  with  the  Army. 

Now,  each  of  the  military  departments  is  pursuing  separate 
ground  radar  programs,  including  the  Army  TPQ-53,  the  Marine 
Corps  TPS-80,  and  the  Air  Force  TPS-78  and  TPS-703.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  concerned  that  the  Department  of  Defense  has  failed  to 
find  a  material  solution  to  meet  common  requirements  for  a  mobile 
ground  multi-mode  radar  capability  and  may  be  missing  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  develop  a  joint  program  that  meets  the  majority  of  service 
requirements  while  reducing  unit  costs  and  saving  money.  The 
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committee  believes  that  the  fiscal  realities  demand  that  the  serv¬ 
ices  look  for  every  opportunity  to  develop  joint  programs,  reduce 
costs,  and  meet  valid  service  requirements. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  or  designee,  to  provide  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  a  classified  or  unclassified  briefing,  not  later  than 
December  1,  2013,  on  the  analysis,  evaluation,  and  decision-making 
process  of  the  Joint  Requirements  Oversight  Council  with  respect 
to  the  validation  and  approval  of  separate  requirements  and  acqui¬ 
sition  programs  for  the  Army  TPQ-53,  the  Marine  Corps  TPS-80, 
and  the  Air  Force  TPS-78  and  TPS-703. 

Additionally,  the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to 
submit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees,  not  later  than  De¬ 
cember  1,  2013,  an  assessment  of  each  of  the  services’  ground  radar 
programs.  This  assessment  shall  include  a  review  of  requirements 
and  capabilities  identifying  redundancies,  if  any,  and  the  degree  of 
redundancy  among  the  programs.  The  Comptroller  General  shall 
also  include  an  assessment  of  the  feasibility  and  acceptability  of  es¬ 
tablishing  a  joint  ground  radar  program  and  an  estimate  of  pro¬ 
gram  cost  increases  or  decreases  should  such  a  joint  program  be  es¬ 
tablished. 

Department  of  the  Navy  strike  fighter  inventories 

Throughout  the  past  several  years,  the  committee  has  expressed 
concern  that  the  Navy  is  facing  a  sizeable  gap  in  aircraft  inventory 
as  older  F/A-18A-D  retire  before  the  aircraft  carrier  variant  (F— 
35C)  of  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  is  available  to  replace  them.  In  any 
case,  the  F/A-18E/F  will  be  a  critical  part  of  the  Navy’s  fleet  for 
the  next  25  years,  complementing  the  Navy’s  F-35C.  The  F-35C  is 
expected  to  reach  initial  operational  capability  in  late  2018. 

Additionally,  the  Navy  now  intends  to  inspect  legacy  F/A-18A- 
D  aircraft  periodically  above  8,000  flight  hours,  in  combination 
with  executing  a  service  life  extension  program  (SLEP)  on  150  of 
those  aircraft,  in  an  effort  to  extend  a  portion  of  the  inventory  to 
10,000  hours.  As  yet,  the  Navy  does  not  have  sufficient  data  to  pre¬ 
dict  the  failure  rate  for  aircraft  being  inducted  into  the  SLEP.  The 
current  SLEP  engineering  analysis  has  not  been  completed.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  costs  and  schedules  associated  with  the  Navy’s  plans  re¬ 
main  unknown.  As  a  result,  executing  the  Navy’s  plan  could  nega¬ 
tively  impact  the  tactical  aviation  shortfall,  as  there  are  already  re¬ 
ports  of  aircraft  backed  up  at  Navy  depots  awaiting  parts  and 
maintenance.  The  committee  understands  that  more  than  42  per¬ 
cent  of  the  legacy  F/A-18A-D  aircraft,  approximately  260  aircraft, 
are  currently  out  of  service  awaiting  some  form  of  maintenance,  in¬ 
spection,  or  repair. 

The  committee  believes  a  strong  carrier-based  fleet  is  vital  as 
part  of  the  increased  emphasis  on  the  Pacific  region.  This  emphasis 
requires  the  Navy  to  have  a  viable  fleet  of  both  F/A-18E/F  and  F- 
35C  aircraft  to  avoid  creating  a  risk  for  the  Navy’s  future  strike 
fighter  force  structure. 

Ejection  seats 

The  committee  understands  that  aging  and  heavy  operating 
tempo  have  caused  metal  fatigue  and  corrosion  in  legacy  ejection 
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seats.  Moreover,  the  incorporation  of  helmet-mounted  displays  and 
devices  creates  a  situation  for  pilots  that  the  legacy  seats  were 
never  intended  to  accommodate  during  an  ejection  event.  This 
leads  to  increased  risks  for  pilot  survival  during  high  speed  ejec¬ 
tions. 

The  committee  understands  that  newer  ejection  seats  can  effec¬ 
tively  address  these  issues,  while  at  the  same  time  providing  sim¬ 
plified  maintenance  and  increasing  aircraft  availability.  Further¬ 
more,  recent  seat  safety  enhancement  features  provide  for  greatly 
improved  safety  for  aircrew  using  current  operational  helmet- 
mounted  displays,  thereby  reducing  the  possibility  of  head,  neck, 
and  spinal  cord  injuries. 

For  these  reasons,  the  committee  encourages  the  Air  Force  to 
evaluate  a  program  or  programs  to  replace  the  1970s-designed  ejec¬ 
tion  seats  currently  equipping  most  legacy  fighter  and  bomber  air¬ 
craft,  paying  particular  attention  to  improving  crew  safety  and  re¬ 
ducing  operation  and  support  costs. 

Enhanced  performance  round  versus  special  operations 
science  and  technology  round 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Army  has  developed  and  begun  to 
field  a  5.56mm  enhanced  performance  round  (EPR)  which  has  the 
potential  to  demonstrate  improved  performance  against  hard  and 
soft  targets,  in  addition  to  other  small  caliber  ammunition.  The 
committee  notes  that  the  Marine  Corps  has  begun  testing  on  the 
use  of  the  special  operations  science  and  technology  (SOST)  round 
which  also  has  an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  similar  effects.  The 
committee  understands  the  Marine  Corps  is  conducting  a  review 
and  comparison  of  the  EPR  versus  the  SOST  round. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Marine  Corps  to  prepare 
a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  on  the  status  and  progress 
of  the  EPR  versus  SOST  round  review  no  later  than  September  1, 
2013. 

F-35  production  rate 

The  committee  believes  that  the  continued  development  and 
funding  of  all  three  variants  of  the  F-35  Joint  Strike  Fighter  is 
critical  to  maintaining  U.S.  air  dominance.  The  committee  sup¬ 
ported  restructuring  the  program  to  keep  production  remaining  flat 
for  the  past  4  years  to  reduce  concurrency  risk  and  allow  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  make  additional  progress  in  the  testing  program  before 
ramping  up  production. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  program  has  been  executing  close 
to  the  planned  testing  and  development  schedule.  The  Marine 
Corps  will  declare  initial  operational  capability  (IOC)  in  2015  with 
the  Block  2B  software  capability.  The  Air  Force  will  declare  IOC 
in  2016  with  the  Block  2B/3I  software  capability,  rather  than  wait¬ 
ing  for  the  Block  3F  capability  as  previously  planned.  The  Navy 
will  declare  IOC  in  late  2018  with  the  Block  3F  software  capability. 
Achieving  these  IOC  dates  depend  in  part  on  increasing  production 
according  to  the  current  plan. 

With  the  program  now  achieving  most  testing  milestones,  the 
committee  believes  that  the  Department  of  Defense  should  seri- 
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ously  consider  continuing  with  the  current  plan  to  increase  produc¬ 
tion  in  fiscal  year  2015  and  beyond. 

F-35  technical  issues 

In  his  testimony  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Airland  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  the  F-35  Program  Executive  Of¬ 
ficer  (PEO)  discussed  the  development  issues  which  present  the 
greatest  technical  risks  to  the  program. 

Regarding  the  software,  the  committee  notes  that  a  critical  de¬ 
sign  review  (CDR)  is  planned  which  will  shed  more  light  on 
progress  of  the  Block  3F  software  against  the  requirements  and  de¬ 
livery  timeline.  Block  3F  software  provides  the  capability  that  will 
allow  all  three  services  to  declare  full  operational  capability.  The 
committee  directs  the  PEO  to  provide  a  briefing  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  on  the  results  of  the  CDR  within  30  days 
of  its  conclusion. 

In  addition  to  software,  the  PEO  also  highlighted  other  known 
technical  risks  to  the  F-35  program,  to  include  the  helmet  mounted 
display  system,  the  tailhook,  the  fuel  dumping  system,  and  the  au¬ 
tonomic  logistics  information  system.  The  committee  directs  the  F— 
35  PEO  to  provide  a  briefing  to  the  congressional  defense  commit¬ 
tees  on  the  status  of  the  risk  and  cost  reduction  efforts  to  these 
four  systems  within  30  days  from  the  completion  of  any  major  test 
objective  or  risk  reduction  effort  involving  these  four  programs. 

Intelligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance 

In  January  2012,  the  Air  Force  proposed  the  retirement  of  its 
RQ-4  Global  Hawk  Block  30  aircraft.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  stated  the  reason  for  this  decision  was  based  on  the  oper¬ 
ational  capability  and  cost  to  operate  and  maintain  the  Global 
Hawk  Block  30.  Section  154  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  required  the  Air 
Force  to  maintain  the  operational  capability  of  each  RQ-4  Block  30 
Global  Hawk  unmanned  aircraft  system  through  December  31, 
2014. 

This  committee  understands  the  strategic  importance  of  high-al¬ 
titude  surveillance  and  increasing  demands  for  intelligence,  sur¬ 
veillance,  and  reconnaissance  (ISR)  by  the  commanders  of  combat¬ 
ant  commands  (COCOM)  around  the  world,  both  in  permissive  and 
non-permissive  environments.  The  Senate  report  (S.  Rept.  112-173) 
accompanying  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (S.  3254)  required  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  to  identify  enduring  requirements  for  persistent  ISR,  and  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logis¬ 
tics,  and  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Intelligence  to  provide 
a  long-term  investment  strategy  for  meeting  that  requirement  to 
the  congressional  defense  committees  and  the  congressional  intel¬ 
ligence  committees  no  later  than  May  2,  2013.  The  committee  un¬ 
derstands  that  the  Department  has  had  some  difficulty  in  defining 
the  terms  of  reference  for  the  analytical  effort  that  has  resulted  in 
delaying  the  report,  but  believes  the  Department  of  Defense  should 
move  expeditiously  to  complete  these  tasks. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Under  Secretary 
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of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logistics,  and  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Intelligence  to  provide  an  update  on 
the  congressionally  directed  report  immediately  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  and  the  congressional  intelligence  com¬ 
mittees,  and  the  final  report  on  COCOM  peacetime  and  wartime 
requirements,  and  the  long-term  investment  strategy  for  meeting 
those  requirements,  no  later  than  February  1,  2014. 

Joint  high  speed  vessel 

The  Navy  is  procuring  the  Joint  High  Speed  Vessel  (JHSV)  to 
serve  as  an  intra-theater  lift  asset.  In  a  prepared  statement  to  the 
committee  earlier  this  year,  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Admiral 
Jonathan  W.  Greenert,  United  States  Navy,  talked  about  the  new 
deployments  of  JHSVs  and  Littoral  Combat  Ships  and  said,  “[w]e 
will  use  these  deployments  to  integrate  these  new,  highly  adapt¬ 
able  platforms  into  the  fleet  and  evaluate  the  ways  we  can  employ 
their  combination  of  persistent  forward  presence  and  flexible  pay- 
load  capacity.” 

To  better  understand  the  Navy’s  plans  for  the  JHSV  fleet,  the 
committee  believes  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  should  identify: 
(1)  the  Navy’s  intent  for  allocating  JHSVs  among  the  combatant 
commanders;  and  (2)  any  overseas  basing  plan  to  support  that  allo¬ 
cation. 

Further,  the  committee  believes  the  Navy  should  consider  addi¬ 
tional  functions  or  capabilities  that  the  JHSV  fleet  might  provide. 
Some  of  these  could  include  support  to  counterdrug  or  counter  pi¬ 
racy  operations,  command  and  control  for  joint  task  force  oper¬ 
ations,  to  intelligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance  operations. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  to  provide  a  report  on  these 
issues  with  the  submission  of  the  fiscal  year  2015  budget  request. 

Joint  surveillance/target  attack  radar  system  modernization 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  continued  long-term 
sustainment  of  the  capability  provided  by  the  Joint  Surveillance 
and  Target  Attack  Radar  System  (J STARS)  E-8  aircraft.  The  air¬ 
craft  and  sensors  may  need  costly  upgrades  to  keep  the  system  rel¬ 
evant  to  the  operational  environment.  The  Air  Force  has  completed 
an  Analysis  of  Alternatives  (AoA)  to  evaluate  potential  replacement 
platforms  to  perform  the  battle  management  command  and  control 
and  ground  moving  target  indicator  (BMCC/GMTI)  missions.  These 
missions  that  support  ground  and  naval  forces  are  critical. 

The  AoA  recommends  as  the  preferred  option  a  combined  solu¬ 
tion  of  modern  business  jets,  using  a  fourth  generation  sensor  sys¬ 
tem  already  in  development  by  the  Navy  and  Global  Hawk  Block 
40  remotely  piloted  vehicle.  The  analysis  indicates  that  this  option 
would  offer  the  potential  of  significant  lifecycle  cost  savings  and 
improved  sensor  capabilities,  if  the  Air  Force  could  afford  the  up¬ 
front  investment  costs.  Although  the  Air  Force  acknowledges  the 
need  for  a  JSTARS  mission  area  replacement  aircraft,  the  fiscal 
year  2014  budget  request  does  not  include  a  request  for  funding 
such  an  option. 

This  committee  is  concerned  that  delays  in  commencing  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  replace  and  modernize  the  JSTARS  capability  could  result 
in  unfulfilled  intelligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance  require- 
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ments  and  higher  risk  to  operational  forces.  Therefore,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  that 
would  provide  a  detailed  description  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
plan  to  modernize  the  capability  to  satisfy  the  BMCC/GMTI  mis¬ 
sions.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  submit  that  report  no  later  than 
180  days  after  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Joint  Tactical  Radio  System  handheld,  manpack,  and  small 
form  fit  competition  and  contracting 

The  committee  has  long  supported  and  encouraged  Army  plans 
for  a  full  and  open  competition  at  full  rate  production  for  the 
handheld  and  manpack  radios  of  the  Joint  Tactical  Radio  System 
(JTRS)  program.  The  advantages  to  the  Army  and  the  taxpayers  of 
a  communications  system  built  upon  non-proprietary,  open-archi¬ 
tecture  technologies  acquired  through  competition  are  apparent. 
The  potential  savings  and  technological  performance  improvements 
associated  with  competition  among  several  tactical  radio  manufac¬ 
turers  could  be  significant  over  time. 

The  committee  is  concerned,  however,  that  a  potential  plan  to 
award  a  5-year  contract  to  a  single  vendor  will  result  in  an  uncom¬ 
petitive  and  smaller  tactical  radio  industrial  base.  This,  in  turn, 
could  lead  to  the  Army  becoming  entrapped  in  subsequent  sole- 
source  procurements  that  forfeit  greater  savings  and  improved 
technical  performance  that  come  with  frequent  competition. 

Accordingly,  the  committees  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logistics  to  review  the 
Army’s  handheld  and  manpack  radio  competition  and  contracting 
plans  and  provide  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  an  as¬ 
sessment  of  how  they  will  achieve  the  objectives  of  increased  sav¬ 
ings  and  performance  through  competition  among  several  vendors 
over  the  life  of  the  JTRS  program.  The  Under  Secretary  shall  sub¬ 
mit  this  assessment  not  later  than  60  days  after  enactment  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 

Long  Range  Strike  Bomber 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  the  Air  Force  Chief  of 
Staff  have  called  for  the  development  of  a  new  stealth  bomber  as 
our  nation’s  military  posture  transitions  and  focuses  on  emerging 
threats  in  both  the  Middle  East  and  the  Asia-Pacific  region.  A  new 
stealth  bomber  is  essential  to  deterrence  and  anti-access  strategies 
in  these  regions.  A  new  stealth  bomber  will  continue  to  ensure  that 
deterrence  remains  a  viable  tool  of  our  foreign  policy  by  providing 
the  President  and  combatant  commanders  with  the  ability  to  hold 
targets  at  risk  with  a  versatile  platform  that  combines  range,  per¬ 
sistence,  payload,  and  survivability.  A  new  stealth  bomber  will  be 
an  indispensable  foundation  of  future  U.S.  power  projection.  As  the 
only  new  aircraft  development  program  planned  for  the  next  dec¬ 
ade,  continued  development  of  the  new  bomber  is  essential  to  main¬ 
tain  U.S.  teleological  superiority  and  a  highly  specialized  work¬ 
force. 
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Modernization  of  B-l  bomber 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  directed  to  report  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  on  efforts  to  modernize  the  B-l 
bomber  over  the  life  of  the  airframe.  The  report  shall  be  due  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  February  28,  2014. 

Modernization  of  the  B-52  Strategic  Radar  System 

The  current  B-52H  Strategic  Radar  System  (SRS)  is  approaching 
the  end  of  its  useful  life.  The  Air  Force  conducted  an  Analysis  of 
Alternatives  to  evaluate  potential  replacements  for  this  system. 
The  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  expressed  concern  in  their  reports  accompanying 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Acts  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  re¬ 
garding  funding  for  the  Strategic  Radar  Replacement  (SR2)  pro¬ 
gram.  This  committee  remains  concerned  about  lack  of  funding  in 
the  fiscal  year  2014  budget,  which  would  allow  critical  capability 
gaps,  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  provide  a  de¬ 
tailed  plan  with  timeline  on  how  it  will  replace  the  SRS  on  all  B— 
52Hs. 

Paladin  integrated  management  program 

The  budget  request  included  $260.2  million  in  Weapons  and 
Tracked  Combat  Vehicles  and  $80.6  million  in  PE  64854A  for  the 
Paladin  Integrated  Management  (PIM)  self-propelled  howitzer  pro¬ 
gram.  The  committee  notes  the  PIM  program  will  soon  be  entering 
low  rate  initial  production  (LRIP).  Over  the  past  several  months, 
the  committee  notes  that  the  Army  has  taken  several  fact-of-life  re¬ 
ductions  to  the  program.  The  Army  explains  that  these  reductions 
are  due  to  the  extraordinary  fiscal  constraints  of  sequestration  and 
overseas  contingency  operations  funding  shortfalls.  The  committee 
further  notes  that  the  Army  intends  to  hold  to  the  program’s  cur¬ 
rent  schedule  including  the  procurement  of  the  full  complement  of 
the  initial  LRIP  vehicles  while  still  able  to  reduce  LRIP  procure¬ 
ment  in  the  out-years.  The  committee  fully  supports  the  PIM  pro¬ 
gram  and  expects  the  Army  to  continue  to  review  the  development 
schedule  for  other  ways  to  accelerate  the  program  while  retaining 
cost  and  schedule. 

Report  on  the  results  of  the  Army  voluntary  flight  dem¬ 
onstration 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  Army  is  continuing  its  evalua¬ 
tion  and  consideration  of  the  feasibility,  affordability,  and  advis¬ 
ability  of  acquiring  a  new  light  armed  scout  helicopter  to  replace 
the  current  OH-58D  Kiowa  Warrior.  Since  the  cancellation  in  2011 
of  the  Armed  Reconnaissance  Helicopter,  the  Army  has  been  me¬ 
thodically  working  through  an  assessment  of  its  light  armed  scout 
helicopter  requirements  and  an  analysis  of  alternatives  across  a 
wide  range  of  operating  concepts  including  manned  helicopters,  un¬ 
manned  aerial  systems,  and  manned-unmanned  teaming.  As  part 
of  a  broader  consideration  of  alternatives  for  what  has  become  the 
Armed  Aerial  Scout  (AAS),  the  Army  conducted  a  voluntary  flight 
demonstration  of  commercially  available  aircraft  to  refine  its  re¬ 
quirements  determination  process  and  explore  how  closely  aircraft 
flying  today  compare  to  the  capability  of  the  Kiowa  Warrior  and 
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could  approach  meeting  the  capabilities  the  Army  has  in  mind  for 
a  light  armed  scout  replacement.  The  committee  is  interested  to 
learn  more  about  the  results  of  the  Army  voluntary  flight  dem¬ 
onstration  and  its  contribution  to  the  ongoing  analysis  of  the  feasi¬ 
bility,  affordability,  and  advisability  of  replacing  the  OH-58D 
Kiowa  Warrior. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or 
designee,  to  submit  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  commit¬ 
tees  by  September  30,  2014  that  details  the  performance  metrics 
demonstrated  by  each  participant.  The  report  shall  also  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  costs  associated  with  the  development  and  testing 
of  each  participant’s  aircraft  for  modifications  and  upgrades  nec¬ 
essary  to  convert  such  aircraft  to  a  fully  militarized  AAS.  Finally, 
the  report  shall  include  the  estimated  schedule  for  competition,  de¬ 
velopment,  testing,  and  qualification  of  each  aircraft  overlaid  on 
current  timelines  for  Kiowa  Warrior  service  life  extension,  safety 
upgrades,  and  modernization  programs. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  information  regarding  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  participants’  aircraft  is  competition  sensitive  and  directs 
that  the  report  shall  not  disclose  their  identities  and  shall,  where 
appropriate,  protect  their  intellectual  property.  The  committee  will 
work  with  the  Army  to  ensure  that  such  information  is  adequately 
protected. 

The  committee  further  understands  that  Kiowa  Warrior  service- 
life,  safety,  and  capability  upgrades  are  necessary  under  any  poten¬ 
tial  replacement  scenario  in  order  to  address  critical  near-term 
operational  performance  and  safety  requirements.  The  committee 
supports  these  Kiowa  Warrior  modification  efforts  to  ensure  that 
the  Army’s  current  light  armed  scout  helicopter,  that  has  been 
proven  in  combat  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  is  ready  and  available 
for  the  10-20  years  it  may  take  to  field  a  replacement  should  an 
alternative  prove  feasible  and  affordable. 

Ship  Modernization,  Operations  and  Sustainment  Fund 

Section  8105  of  the  Defense  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2013  (Public  Law  113-6)  established  the  Ship  Modernization,  Oper¬ 
ations  and  Sustainment  Fund,  and  appropriated  more  than  $2.4 
billion  to  the  Fund.  The  Fund  was  intended  to  prevent  the  pre¬ 
mature  retirement  of  seven  cruisers  and  two  dock  landing  ships 
during  fiscal  years  2013  and  2014.  This  reflected  a  concern  with 
the  proposed  retirement  plan  that  the  plan:  (1)  was  disconnected 
from  the  defense  strategy;  (2)  created  future  unaffordable  ship¬ 
building  requirements;  and  (3)  would  exacerbate  force  structure 
shortfalls  that  negatively  impact  the  Department’s  ability  to  meet 
combatant  commander  (COCOM)  requirements. 

The  Report  to  Congress  on  the  Annual  Long-Range  Plan  for  Con¬ 
struction  of  Naval  Vessels  for  fiscal  year  2014,  date  May  10,  2013, 
proposes  to  retire  these  cruisers  and  amphibious  ships  during  fiscal 
year  2015,  resulting  in  a  fleet  of  270  ships,  the  smallest  fleet  since 
1917.  The  Navy  is  taking  this  action  despite  the  fact  that  keeping 
these  vessels  operating  until  the  end  of  2014  will  cost,  according  to 
the  Navy,  $931.1  million.  The  committee  believes  that  the  Navy 
should  use  the  remaining  resources  in  the  Fund  to  sustain  all  of 
these  ships.  Available  funds  would  permit  the  Navy  to  operate  the 
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ships  during  most  of  the  period  future-years  defense  program  and 
would  permit  the  Navy  and  Congress  to  continue  evaluating  op¬ 
tions  for  modernizing  and  retaining  these  vessels  until  the  end  of 
their  expected  service  lives. 

Small  diameter  bomb 

The  Small  Diameter  Bomb  (SDB)  program  fields  a  250-pound 
bomb  that  provides  low-cost,  precision  strike  capability  and  is  de¬ 
signed  to  increase  weapon’s  loads  of  fighters,  bombers,  and  un¬ 
manned  aerial  systems. 

The  first  version  of  SDB,  SDB-I,  is  an  all-weather  munition  for 
which  the  requirements  are  defeating  stationary  targets.  SDB-1 
uses  global  positioning  system  (GPS)  and  inertial  navigation  sys¬ 
tem  (INS)  data  to  achieve  the  required  precision.  This  munition 
achieved  initial  operating  capability  in  late  2006. 

The  second  version  of  SDB,  SDB-II,  would  add  a  tri-mode  seeker 
(radar,  infrared,  and  semi-active  laser)  to  the  INS  and  GPS  guid¬ 
ance  of  the  original  SDB-I.  These  sensors  are  intended  to  provide 
automatic  target  recognition  features  for  striking  mobile  targets, 
such  as  tanks,  vehicles,  and  mobile  command  posts. 

The  Air  Force  plans  to  start  low  rate  initial  production  of  SDB- 
II  in  2014.  Earlier  this  year,  SDB-II  flight  test  program  was  tem¬ 
porarily  suspended  due  to  a  flight  test  failure,  but  has  since  re¬ 
sumed.  Any  further  delays  could  affect  the  timing  of  Milestone  C, 
currently  scheduled  for  August  2013,  and  could  cause  a  delay  in 
having  required  assets  available  to  outfit  an  F-15E  squadron  in 
late  2016. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  there  is  a  possible  modification  to 
the  SDB-I  that  would  add  a  semi-active  laser  (SAL)  sensor.  This 
might  provide  some,  but  not  all,  of  the  potential  SDB-II  capability 
against  mobile  targets.  The  Air  Force  may  want  to  consider  this  or 
other  options  if  there  were  additional  flight  testing  difficulties  that 
would  cast  doubt  on  the  success  of  the  SDB-II  program. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
to  brief  the  congressional  defense  committees  on  the  status  of  the 
entire  SDB  program  no  later  than  90  days  after  enactment  of  this 
Act.  The  briefing  should  include  current  status  of  SDB-II  test  pro¬ 
gram,  potential  gaps  in  capabilities  if  SDB-II  testing  were  to  be  de¬ 
layed,  examination  of  the  mix  of  SDB-1  and  SDB-II  weapon  capa¬ 
bilities  and  costs,  and  recommended  way  ahead  for  SDB  procure¬ 
ment. 

UH-1N  replacement  strategy 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  Air  Force  has  a  long-standing 
need  to  replace  its  aging  UH-1N  helicopter  fleet.  The  current  UH- 
1N  fleet  provides  the  Air  Force  with  a  capability  to  provide  security 
for  Global  Strike  Command  operations  and  to  ensure  continuity  of 
government  and  continuity  of  operations  in  the  National  Capital 
Region.  The  committee  acknowledges  that  the  Air  Force  has  had  to 
make  difficult  decisions  on  a  replacement  utility  helicopter,  but  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  Air  Force  should  articulate  a  strategy  for  modern¬ 
izing  the  capability  provided  by  these  helicopters. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  provide 
the  congressional  defense  committees  a  report,  not  later  than  Feb- 
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ruary  1,  2014,  that  assesses  and  categorizes  the  Air  Force’s  utility 
helicopter  capabilities  to  meet  the  full  range  of  nuclear  security 
and  continuity  of  government  requirements  and  describes  the  Air 
Force’s  strategy  towards  meeting  such  requirements. 

UH-72  light  utility  helicopter 

The  budget  request  included  $96.2  million  in  Aircraft  Procure¬ 
ment,  Army  (APA),  for  the  procurement  of  10  UH-72  light  utility 
helicopters.  According  to  the  Army  this  is  the  final  year  of  UH-72 
purchases,  truncating  the  total  program  buy  at  315  aircraft  instead 
of  the  originally  planned  346.  The  committee  notes  that  even 
though  this  ends  production  short  of  the  original  plan,  the  final  buy 
fully  meets  the  documented  UH-72  requirements  of  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  Army’s  decision  may  have 
an  impact  on  the  UH-72  industrial  base  that  increases  risks  over 
time  for  the  support  of  its  fielded  fleet  of  315  aircraft.  Therefore, 
the  committee  directs  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Ac¬ 
quisition,  Logistics,  and  Technology  to  provide  the  congressional 
defense  committees  with  an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  production 
termination  on  the  UH-72  industrial  base  and  support  for  the 
fielded  fleet.  The  Secretary’s  assessment  should  address,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  the  potential  impacts  on  the  parts  supply  chain  includ¬ 
ing  mission  modules,  the  availability  of  maintenance  services,  and 
how  the  replacement  of  aircraft  will  be  managed  in  the  event  of 
any  future  losses.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  this  assessment  not 
later  than  60  days  after  enactment  of  the  National  Defense  Author¬ 
ization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 

Uninterruptable  power  supply 

The  committee  is  aware  of  a  funding  shortfall  associated  with 
procurement  of  the  Uninterruptable  Power  Supply  (UPS)  required 
for  the  new  United  States  Strategic  Command  Replacement  Facil¬ 
ity.  The  committee  also  notes  the  UPS  must  be  delivered  no  later 
than  July  2014  to  avoid  significant  construction  delays  and/or  con¬ 
tract  penalties. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  submit 
a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  2013,  identifying  specific  actions  the  Air  Force  is  taking 
to  ensure  the  UPS  is  delivered  by  the  construction  need  date. 

Use  of  commercially  available  systems  to  support  certain 
Navy  requirements 

The  Navy  faces  growing  anti-access  and  area  denial  threats 
around  the  world,  specifically  including  Iranian  small  boat  swarm 
threats  in  the  Arabian  Gulf  and  in  the  Strait  of  Hormuz.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  this  reality  of  increasing  threats,  the  Navy  faces  tightening 
resources  from  implementation  of  the  Budget  Control  Act  (Public 
Law  112-25).  The  committee  believes  that  the  Navy,  whenever  pos¬ 
sible,  should  seek  to  make  maximum  use  of  commercially  available 
systems  to  fill  capability  gaps  in  the  most  affordable  manner. 
Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  with  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  fiscal  year  2015  budget  request,  including  a  classi- 
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fied  annex  as  necessary,  that  would  identify:  (1)  any  gaps  in  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Navy’s  capability  to  deal  with  anti-access  and  area 
denial  threats;  (2 )  if  there  are  gaps,  whether  those  gaps  are  covered 
by  other  Department  of  Defense  forces  or  systems;  (3)  if  there  are 
gaps,  to  what  extent  there  may  be  commercially  available  systems 
to  fill  the  capability  gaps;  (4)  whether  fielding  commercially  avail¬ 
able  systems  could  potentially  avoid  lengthy  and  costly  research 
and  development  programs;  and  (5)  whether  commercially  available 
systems  are  free  from  cyber  threats. 

War  readiness  engine  shortfall 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Air  Force  faces  a  shortfall 
of  useable  engines  for  the  F— 15  and  F— 16  fleets  as  compared  to  the 
war  readiness  engine  objective.  Given  that  the  Air  Force  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  rely  on  the  F— 15  and  F— 16  well  into  the  foreseeable  future, 
maintaining  the  readiness  of  these  fleets  is  imperative.  The  com¬ 
mittee  urges  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  include  sufficient  re¬ 
sources  in  future  budgets  for  engines  to  avoid  degrading  readiness. 


TITLE  II— RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST, 
AND  EVALUATION 

Subtitle  A — Authorization  of  Appropriations 
Authorization  of  appropriations  (sec.  201) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation  activi¬ 
ties  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4201  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  B — Program  Requirements,  Restrictions,  and 

Limitations 

Conventional  Prompt  Global  Strike  program  (sec.  211) 

The  committee  is  supportive  of  the  Conventional  Prompt  Global 
Strike  (CPGS)  program  and  realizes  that  efforts  in  developing 
intermediate-  and  long-range  hypersonic  boost-glide  systems  have 
the  potential  to  provide  significant  military  capability.  However, 
the  committee  is  concerned  that  the  strategic  policy  issues  regard¬ 
ing  submarine-launched  systems  have  not  been  considered  ade¬ 
quately.  The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  pro¬ 
hibit  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  from  executing  any  funds 
in  PE  64165D8Z  related  to  the  development  of  a  submarine- 
launched  CPGS  capability  until  60  days  after  the  Department  de¬ 
livers  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  a  report  that  ad¬ 
dresses  the  policy  considerations  concerning  the  ambiguity  prob¬ 
lems  regarding  the  launch  of  CPGS  missiles  from  submarine  plat¬ 
forms. 

The  CPGS  program  is  currently  an  event-driven  technology  de¬ 
velopment  and  demonstration  program,  and  the  committee  recog¬ 
nizes  that  in  the  current  budget  environment,  DOD  needs  to  take 
a  system-of-systems  approach  to  develop  an  integrated  strategic 
plan  that  addresses  the  cost-benefit  analyses  of  various  launch  ap¬ 
proaches.  The  Director  of  Cost  Assessment  and  Program  Evalua¬ 
tion  (CAPE)  shall  conduct  a  study,  to  include  the  costs  and  benefits 
of  maritime  and  ground  surface  versus  sub-surface  launched  CPGS 
systems.  While  the  committee  recognizes  that  significant  technical 
development  remains,  it  is  not  too  early  to  begin  considering  the 
fiscal  implications  of  the  various  launch  mechanisms,  including  in¬ 
tegration  costs.  The  committee  notes  that  Section  1071  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law 
112-239)  required  a  report  on  the  ability  of  national  test  and  eval¬ 
uation  capabilities  to  support  the  maturation  of  hypersonic  tech¬ 
nologies  for  future  defense  systems  development.  This  earlier  re¬ 
port  effort  is  synergistic  with  the  CAPE  report.  The  CAPE  report 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  not 
later  than  180  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(35) 
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The  committee  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acqui¬ 
sition,  Logistics  and  Technology  to  report  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  within  90  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on 
whether  the  CPGS  activity  should  be  managed  under  the  Joint 
Technology  Office  on  Hypersonics  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Research  and  Engineering.  The  committee  feels  that 
the  synergies  and  efficiencies  under  this  office  could  benefit  the 
broader  boost-glide  and  air-breathing  hypersonics  community. 

Modification  of  requirements  on  biennial  strategic  plan  for 
the  Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  (sec. 
212) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  make  some 
modifications  to  the  biennial  strategic  plan  requirement  for  the  De¬ 
fense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  (DARPA).  The  modifica¬ 
tions  seek  to  make  the  plan  more  useful  and  assign  responsibility 
to  the  Director  of  DARPA  versus  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Extension  of  authority  for  program  to  award  prizes  for  ad¬ 
vanced  technology  achievements  (sec.  213) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision,  based  upon  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  legislative  proposal,  that  would  extend  through 
September  30,  2017,  the  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
carry  out  programs  to  award  cash  prizes  in  recognition  of  out¬ 
standing  achievements  in  scientific  and  technical  research  and  de¬ 
velopment. 

Five-year  extension  of  pilot  program  to  include  technology 
protection  features  during  research  and  development  of 
certain  defense  systems  (sec.  214) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision,  based  upon  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  legislative  proposal,  that  would  extend  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  years,  to  October  1,  2020,  the  pilot  program  addressing  De¬ 
fense  Exportability  Features  to  be  incorporated  in  export  versions 
of  major  defense  equipment. 

Extension  of  mechanisms  to  provide  funds  for  defense  lab¬ 
oratories  for  research  and  development  of  technologies 
for  military  missions  (sec.  215) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
authority  of  section  219(c)  of  the  Duncan  Hunter  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2009  (Public  Law  (110-417)  until 
September  30,  2020.  Section  219  allows  the  Department  of  Defense 
laboratories  to  use  up  to  3  percent  of  their  funds  for  internal  com¬ 
petitive  research  and  development,  workforce  development,  and 
limited  laboratory  revitalization  activities. 

Sustainment  or  replacement  of  Blue  Devil  Intelligence,  Sur¬ 
veillance,  and  Reconnaissance  System  (sec.  216) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  procure  the  currently  deployed  Blue 
Devil  intelligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance  (ISR)  aircraft 
or  to  develop  a  plan  to  replace  that  system  with  a  comparable  or 
improved  one. 
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The  leases  for  the  existing  Blue  Devil  system  aircraft,  deployed 
in  Afghanistan,  will  expire  in  the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  year 
2014.  These  manned  aircraft  are  equipped  with  wide-area  motion- 
imagery  (WAMI)  cameras,  which  work  in  conjunction  with  a 
ground-based  signals  intelligence  (SIGINT)  network  that  detects 
and  locates  specific  targets  with  high  precision.  These  SIGINT 
identifications  and  locations  are  used  to  cue  analysts  to  spot  and 
track  the  targets  through  the  motion  imagery  sensor.  Assessments 
of  the  performance  of  this  system  in  theater  have  been  outstanding, 
and  an  operations  research  study  conducted  by  the  Air  Force  dem¬ 
onstrated  that  a  system  based  on  a  longer-endurance  unmanned 
aerial  vehicle  (UAV)  that  carries  both  the  imagery  and  SIGINT  ca¬ 
pabilities  would  be  even  more  flexible  and  effective. 

U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  (SOCOM),  through  the  Air 
Force  Big  Safari  program  office,  has  already  fielded  a  so-called  near 
vertical  direction  finding  (NVDF)  SIGINT  sensor  on  an  airborne 
platform  that  replicates  the  capabilities  of  the  ground-based 
SIGINT  system  used  in  Blue  Devil.  SOCOM  is  procuring  a  podded 
version  of  this  sensor  for  deployment  on  Reaper  UAVs.  SOCOM 
has  also  already  paired  this  NVDF  system  with  a  motion  imagery 
camera,  but  that  camera  is  a  traditional  full-motion  video  (FMV) 
camera  with  a  narrow  field  of  view  rather  than  a  WAMI  system. 
NVDF  systems  can  simultaneously  detect  and  locate  a  very  large 
number  of  emitters  in  its  field  of  view.  An  FMV  camera,  however, 
can  only  track  one  target  at  a  time  because  of  its  limited  area  cov¬ 
erage.  A  WAMI  camera,  in  contrast,  could  track  many  targets  si¬ 
multaneously,  which  matches  the  capability  of  NVDF  sensors. 

SOCOM  is  in  discussions  with  the  Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  (DARPA)  on  partnering  to  transition  DARPA’s 
Wide  Area  Network  Detection  (WAND)  technology,  which  combines 
NVDF  and  WAMI  and  provides  technology  to  track  targets  auto¬ 
matically. 

The  Air  Force  has  already  fielded  the  DARPA-developed  WAMI 
system  on  the  Reaper  UAV  called  Gorgon  Stare  Increment  2,  and 
has  funded  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  Lincoln  Lab¬ 
oratory  to  develop  NVDF  technology  under  the  name  Blue  Moon. 
The  Gorgon  Stare  pods  are  very  large  and  weigh  1,500  pounds. 
However,  the  Blue  Moon  system  has  not  been  integrated  with  Gor¬ 
gon  Stare  or  the  Reaper  and  has  performance  limitations  compared 
to  the  SOCOM-fielded  NVDF  system. 

The  provision  the  committee  recommends  would  require  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  integrate  and  rationalize  all  these  disparate 
activities  to  create  an  important  capability  for  a  recognized  require¬ 
ment. 

The  Air  Force  must  work  with  SOCOM  and  DARPA  to  realize 
these  objectives.  The  Air  Force  can  procure  more  of  the  mature 
NVDF  capability  it  has  fielded  for  SOCOM,  and  integrate  that  with 
its  fielded  Gorgon  Stare  WAMI  systems  on  the  Reaper.  DARPA’s 
WAND  technology  can  enhance  the  performance  of  this  integrated 
capability.  Likewise,  the  Blue  Moon  NVDF  technology  has  impor¬ 
tant  capabilities  that  are  lacking  in  the  SOCOM-fielded  NVDF  sys¬ 
tem  that  should  be  incorporated  as  soon  as  possible.  This  tech¬ 
nology  needs  to  be  transitioned  to  industry  broadly  for  future  com¬ 
petitions  to  improve  NVDF  performance.  For  the  future,  NVDF 
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technology  must  be  improved  to  deal  with  encryption-related  target 
identification  limitations  and  next-generation  signal  types.  Like¬ 
wise,  WAMI  systems  need  to  be  dramatically  reduced  in  size, 
weight,  and  power  requirements;  industry  has  already  developed 
multiple  competitive  solutions. 

To  implement  this  direction,  the  committee  recommends  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $15.0  million  to  the  budget  request  of  $37.8  million  in  PE 
35206F  for  Airborne  Reconnaissance  Systems.  This  increase  is  par¬ 
tially  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $2.5  million  to  the  request,  which  re¬ 
flects  the  difference  between  the  amount  reflected  in  the  budget  ta¬ 
bles  provided  to  Congress  and  the  amount  contained  in  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Intelligence  Program  justification  volume. 

Subtitle  C — Missile  Defense  Programs 
Homeland  ballistic  missile  defense  (sec.  231) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  Congress  concerning  homeland  ballistic  missile  defense, 
and  require  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  evaluate  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  a  range  of  potential  future  options  for  en¬ 
hancing  homeland  ballistic  missile  defense,  including  the  possible 
deployment  of  a  missile  defense  interceptor  site  on  the  East  Coast, 
and  the  possible  deployment  of  an  additional  sensor  on  the  East 
Coast.  The  provision  would  require  the  Secretary  to  submit  a  re¬ 
port  on  the  evaluation,  including  such  findings,  conclusions,  and 
recommendations  as  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate,  for  poten¬ 
tial  future  options  for  homeland  ballistic  missile  defense. 

The  United  States  currently  has  an  operational  homeland  bal¬ 
listic  missile  defense  system,  the  Ground-based  Midcourse  Defense 
(GMD)  system,  with  30  Ground-based  Interceptors  (GBIs)  deployed 
in  Alaska  and  California.  In  appearances  before  the  committee  dur¬ 
ing  2013,  numerous  senior  military  leaders  testified  that  they  are 
confident  in  the  ability  of  the  current  GMD  system  to  protect  the 
entire  United  States,  including  the  East  Coast,  from  limited  bal¬ 
listic  missile  attacks  from  North  Korea  and  Iran.  The  committee 
agrees  with  the  Department  of  Defense  that  this  homeland  missile 
defense  capability  can  and  should  be  improved. 

The  committee  notes  that,  on  March  15,  Secretary  of  Defense 
Chuck  Hagel  announced  a  series  of  steps  planned  to  enhance  home¬ 
land  ballistic  missile  defense,  as  part  of  the  homeland  missile  de¬ 
fense  hedge  strategy,  to  stay  ahead  of  the  evolving  long-range  mis¬ 
sile  threat  from  North  Korea  and  Iran.  These  steps  include:  the  de¬ 
ployment  of  an  additional  14  GBIs  at  Fort  Greely,  Alaska — a  near¬ 
ly  50  percent  increase — by  2017;  the  deployment  of  a  second  AN/ 
TPY-2  missile  defense  radar  in  Japan;  the  evaluation  of  potential 
sites  in  the  United  States  for  possible  future  deployment  of  a  mis¬ 
sile  defense  interceptor  site;  and  the  establishment  of  a  new  com¬ 
mon  kill  vehicle  technology  development  program. 

One  element  of  the  decision  announced  by  Secretary  Hagel  was 
the  cancelation  of  the  previous  plan  to  develop  the  Standard  Mis¬ 
sile-3  (SM-3)  Block  IIB  interceptor  missile  for  Phase  4  of  the  Euro¬ 
pean  Phased  Adaptive  Approach  to  missile  defense.  Twenty-four 
SM-3  IIB  missiles  had  originally  been  intended  for  deployment  at 
an  Aegis  Ashore  interceptor  site  in  Poland  in  2020,  to  augment  the 
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GMD  system  in  defending  the  United  States  from  possible  future 
long-range  Iranian  missiles.  However,  congressional  funding  reduc¬ 
tions  and  technical  challenges  had  delayed  the  program  beyond 
2022,  with  significant  uncertainties  about  its  ability  to  accomplish 
the  intended  mission.  Secretary  Hagel  made  clear  that  the  U.S. 
commitment  to  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO)  missile 
defense  “remains  ironclad,”  including  the  planned  Aegis  Ashore  in¬ 
terceptor  site  deployments  in  Romania  in  2015  and  Poland  in  2018. 
According  to  Secretary  Hagel,  these  deployments  “will  still  be  able 
to  provide  coverage  of  all  European  NATO  territory  as  planned  by 
2018.” 

As  Secretary  Hagel  and  other  Department  of  Defense  officials  ex¬ 
plained,  deploying  the  additional  14  GBIs  in  Alaska  would  provide 
additional  homeland  defense  at  least  5  years  sooner  against  both 
North  Korea  and  Iran,  and  at  far  less  cost  than  the  SM-3  IIB  pro¬ 
gram.  Funds  from  the  canceled  SM-3  IIB  program  were  redirected 
for  the  deployment  of  the  additional  14  GBIs  and  for  the  new  com¬ 
mon  kill  vehicle  technology  development  program.  They  also  ex¬ 
plained  that,  before  the  14  additional  GBIs  are  deployed,  the  GMD 
system  would  have  to  be  tested  and  demonstrated  successfully  in 
an  intercept  test,  to  provide  confidence  that  the  system  would  work 
as  intended. 

This  “fly  before  you  buy”  commitment  is  needed  to  demonstrate 
the  successful  correction  of  the  problem  that  caused  a  GMD  flight 
test  failure  in  December  2010  with  the  Capability  Enhancement-II 
(CE-II)  kill  vehicle.  The  Government  Accountability  Office  esti¬ 
mates  that  correcting  this  problem  and  demonstrating  its  success 
in  flight  tests  will  cost  more  than  $1.2  billion  and  has  caused  pro¬ 
gram  delays  of  several  years.  The  Missile  Defense  Agency  (MDA) 
has  halted  all  assembly,  integration,  manufacture,  and  refurbish¬ 
ment  of  GBIs  with  CE-II  kill  vehicles  until  the  CE-II  correction 
is  successfully  demonstrated  in  flight  testing,  including  an  inter¬ 
cept  flight  test  planned  for  early  2014.  The  committee  commends 
MDA  for  this  “fly  before  you  buy”  approach,  and  notes  that  further 
procurement  of  GBIs,  planned  to  replace  the  14  GBIs  that  will  be 
deployed  by  2017,  would  also  depend  upon  successful  demonstra¬ 
tion  that  the  CE-II  kill  vehicle  will  work  as  intended.  The  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  GBI  industry  team  to  show  the  same  level  of 
commitment  to  demonstrating  success  in  correcting  the  CE-II  prob¬ 
lems. 

In  testimony  before  the  committee,  Vice  Admiral  James  Syring, 
the  Director  of  MDA,  explained  that  improvements  to  the  GMD 
“kill  chain,”  particularly  in  sensors,  discrimination,  and  kill  assess¬ 
ment,  would  provide  an  “absolutely  needed  benefit”  that  would  be 
“equally  important  to  interceptors”  in  staying  ahead  of  the  evolving 
threat  from  North  Korea  and  Iran.  The  committee  strongly  sup¬ 
ports  Admiral  Syring’s  priority  to  improving  the  overall  perform¬ 
ance  and  effectiveness  of  the  GMD  system,  and  notes  that  these  en¬ 
hancements  are  intended  to  be  cost-effective,  timely,  and  afford¬ 
able.  Consequently,  the  committee  directs  the  Director  of  MDA  to 
provide  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees,  not  later 
than  March  1,  2014,  explaining  the  specific  GMD  kill  chain  en¬ 
hancements  that  would  be  most  beneficial  to  overall  GMD  effective¬ 
ness,  including  any  improvements  in  GBI  reliability  and  perform- 
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ance,  and  how  and  when  MDA  proposes  to  achieve  those  enhance¬ 
ments. 

Regional  ballistic  missile  defense  (sec.  232) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  Congress  concerning  the  importance  of  regional  ballistic 
missile  defense  and  would  require  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  report  on  the  status  and  progress  of  efforts  to  enhance  re¬ 
gional  ballistic  missile  defense  capabilities. 

The  committee  notes  that  regional  ballistic  missile  defenses  pro¬ 
vide  a  critical  force  protection  capability  for  forward  deployed  U.S. 
forces,  as  well  as  for  allies  and  partners,  against  missile  threats 
from  countries  such  as  North  Korea  and  Iran.  North  Korea’s  public 
threats  in  the  spring  of  2013  to  use  ballistic  missiles  against  South 
Korea,  Japan,  and  Guam  served  as  a  stark  reminder  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  regional  missile  defenses  and  the  need  to  expand  and  im¬ 
prove  U.S.  regional  missile  defense  capabilities. 

Regional  missile  defenses  are  a  high  priority  for  geographic  com¬ 
batant  commanders.  Lieutenant  General  Richard  P.  Formica,  USA, 
Commander  of  U.S.  Army  Space  and  Missile  Defense  Command, 
and  Commander  of  the  Joint  Functional  Component  Command  for 
Integrated  Missile  Defense,  under  U.S.  Strategic  Command,  testi¬ 
fied  in  May  2013  that  the  Global  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Assess¬ 
ment  for  2012  concluded  that  the  operational  risk  for  regional  mis¬ 
sile  defenses  is  higher  than  the  homeland  missile  defense  risk.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  pursuing  increased  regional  missile  de¬ 
fense  capabilities,  such  as  the  European  Phased  Adaptive  Approach 
and  similar  approaches  tailored  to  other  regions,  including  coopera¬ 
tion  with  allies  and  partners. 

The  committee  supports  the  continued  development,  testing,  and 
deployment  of  regional  missile  defense  capabilities  such  as  the 
Aegis  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  system  and  its  associated  Standard 
Missile-3  interceptors,  and  the  Terminal  High  Altitude  Area  De¬ 
fense  systems.  The  committee  notes  that  missile  defense  tests  over 
the  last  year  have  demonstrated  increasing  capability  for  these  sys¬ 
tems,  including  the  capability  to  launch  on  remote  sensor  data. 

Missile  defense  cooperation  with  Russia  (sec.  233) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  it  is  in  the  national  security  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  pursue  efforts  at  missile  defense  cooperation  with 
Russia  that  would  enhance  the  security  of  the  United  States,  its 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO)  allies,  and  Russia,  par¬ 
ticularly  against  missile  threats  from  Iran. 

The  provision  states  that  such  cooperation  should  not  “in  any 
way  limit  United  States”  or  NATO’s  missile  defense  capabilities,” 
and  that  the  United  States  should  not  provide  Russia  with  sen¬ 
sitive  information  that  would  compromise  United  States  national 
security,  including  hit-to-kill  technology  and  interceptor  telemetry. 
It  also  states  that  such  cooperation  should  be  pursued  in  a  manner 
that  ensures  that  classified  U.S.  information  is  appropriately  safe¬ 
guarded  and  protected  from  unauthorized  disclosure. 

In  testimony  to  the  committee  on  May  9,  2013,  Madelyn  Creedon, 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Global  Strategic  Affairs, 
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stated  that  the  United  States  “continues  to  seek  cooperation  with 
Russia  on  missile  defense,  both  bilaterally  and  with  our  allies, 
through  the  NATO-Russia  Council.  We  are  pursuing  this  coopera¬ 
tion  because  it  would  be  in  the  security  interest  of  all  parties  and 
could  strengthen  the  defensive  capabilities  of  both  NATO  and  Rus¬ 
sia.”  She  also  testified  that  the  “United  States  has  pursued  missile 
defense  cooperation  with  Russia  with  the  clear  understanding  that 
we  will  not  accept  constraints  on  our  missile  defense  systems,  we 
will  implement  the  EPAA  [European  Phased  Adaptive  Approach], 
and  Russia  will  not  have  command  and  control  over  NATO  ballistic 
missile  defense  efforts.” 

The  committee  notes  that  the  NATO  Chicago  Summit  statement 
of  May  20,  2012,  reiterates  NATO’s  commitment  to  missile  defense 
cooperation  with  Russia,  “such  as  the  recent  [NATO-Russia  Coun¬ 
cil]  Theatre  Missile  Defense  Exercise,”  in  order  to  “enhance  Euro¬ 
pean  security.”  The  statement  also  says,  “we  look  forward  to  estab¬ 
lishing  the  proposed  joint  NATO-Russia  Missile  Data  Fusion  Cen¬ 
tre  and  the  joint  Planning  Operations  Centre  to  cooperate  on  mis¬ 
sile  defense.  We  propose  to  develop  a  transparency  regime  based 
upon  a  regular  exchange  of  information  about  current  respective 
missile  defense  capabilities  of  NATO  and  Russia.” 

Additional  missile  defense  radar  for  the  protection  of  the 
United  States  homeland  (sec.  234) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Missile  Defense  Agency  to  deploy  an  X-band  radar,  or  comparable 
sensor,  at  a  location  optimized  to  support  the  defense  of  the  United 
States  homeland  against  long-range  ballistic  missile  threats.  The 
provision  would  also  authorize  $30.0  million  for  the  Missile  Defense 
Agency  for  the  initial  costs  toward  deployment  of  the  radar. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Director  of  the  Missile  Defense 
Agency  and  the  Commander  of  the  Joint  Functional  Component 
Command  for  Integrated  Missile  Defense  have  indicated  that  their 
highest  future  investment  priority  for  homeland  ballistic  missile 
defense  is  the  enhancement  of  sensor  capabilities  that  will  improve 
threat  discrimination  and  kill  assessment,  and  thus  permit  more 
effective  defense.  This  provision  would  address  that  future  invest¬ 
ment  priority. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Missile  Defense  Agency  has 
expressed  the  importance  of  enhanced  sensor  capabilities  relative 
to  both  North  Korea  and  Iran. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  additional  sensor  capability  re¬ 
quired  by  this  provision  should  optimize  the  defense  of  the  entire 
United  States  homeland  against  long-range  ballistic  missile  threats 
from  both  North  Korea  and  Iran. 

Evaluation  of  options  for  future  ballistic  missile  defense 
sensor  architectures  (sec.  235) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  conduct  an  evaluation  of  options  and  alter¬ 
natives  for  future  ballistic  missile  defense  sensor  architectures  in 
order  to  enhance  U.S.  ballistic  missile  defense  capabilities  in  a  cost- 
effective,  operationally  effective,  timely,  and  affordable  manner. 
The  provision  would  also  require  the  Secretary  to  submit  a  report 
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to  Congress  with  the  results  of  the  evaluation,  including  such  find¬ 
ings,  conclusions,  and  recommendations  as  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  ter¬ 
minated  the  program  to  develop  the  Precision  Tracking  Space  Sys¬ 
tem  (PTSS)  because  it  concluded  the  acquisition  risk  and  the  cost 
were  too  high  and  that  it  would  not  be  affordable.  PTSS  was  in¬ 
tended  to  provide  persistent  space-based  tracking  of  regional  and 
long-range  ballistic  missiles  from  nations  such  as  North  Korea  and 
Iran,  particularly  to  permit  enhanced  defense  against  large  re¬ 
gional  missile  raids.  The  committee  notes  that  the  military  still  has 
a  need  for  improved  tracking  and  targeting  of  ballistic  missiles.  It 
is  not  yet  clear  how  DOD  intends  to  meet  the  need  for  enhanced 
sensor  coverage  in  the  absence  of  PTSS.  The  committee  expects 
DOD  to  take  advantage  of  the  lessons  learned  from  PTSS  in  its 
evaluation  of  options  for  future  sensor  architectures. 

In  testimony  before  this  committee,  a  number  of  witnesses,  in¬ 
cluding  Vice  Admiral  James  Syring,  the  Director  of  the  Missile  De¬ 
fense  Agency,  testified  that  enhancing  our  missile  defense  sensor 
system  is  a  key  near-term  priority  for  improving  our  homeland  and 
regional  missile  defense  capability,  particularly  for  improving  dis¬ 
crimination  and  kill  assessment  of  missile  threats. 

Prohibition  on  the  use  of  funds  for  the  MEADS  program 
(sec.  236) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  prohibit  the 
obligation  or  expenditure  of  fiscal  year  2014  Department  of  Defense 
funds  for  the  Medium  Extended  Air  Defense  System. 

Subtitle  D — Reports  and  Other  Matters 

Annual  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  report  on 
the  acquisition  program  for  the  VXX  Presidential  Heli¬ 
copter  (sec.  251) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Comptroller  General  to  produce  an  annual  report  on  the  VXX  presi¬ 
dential  helicopter  program  until  the  program  enters  full  rate  pro¬ 
duction  or  is  cancelled,  whichever  comes  first. 

Budget  Items 
Army 

Warrior  Injury  Assessment  Manikin  project 

The  budget  request  included  $23.3  million  across  a  number  of 
program  elements  for  the  development  of  a  new  blast  test  manikin 
that  would  respond  in  a  biofidelic  manner  when  exposed  to  under¬ 
body  blast  conditions  experienced  by  mounted  soldiers. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  development  of  such  a  test  man¬ 
ikin  would  significantly  improve  the  Department’s  ability  to  meas¬ 
ure  the  projected  injuries  that  could  be  caused  by  various  blast 
events  caused  by  improvised  explosive  devices.  Such  information 
would  lead  to  improved  survivability  of  ground  combat  vehicles. 
Due  to  various  programmatic  issues,  the  program  is  facing  a  budg¬ 
et  shortfall  that  would  lead  to  a  schedule  slip  that  would  adversely 
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impact  the  timeliness  of  critical  design  data  for  ground  combat  ve¬ 
hicles. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $10.0  million  to  PE 
626 18A  for  the  Warrior  Injury  Assessment  Manikin  project. 

Long  endurance  multi-intelligence  vehicle 

The  budget  request  included  $29.0  million  in  PE  35205A  for  con¬ 
tract  close-out  for  the  now-terminated  long  endurance  multi-intel¬ 
ligence  vehicle.  The  committee  notes  that  the  amount  required  for 
termination  costs  has  not  been  determined  and  should  be  covered 
by  prior  years’  appropriations.  The  committee  recommends  no  fund¬ 
ing  for  this  activity  in  fiscal  year  2014. 

General  Fund  Enterprise  Business  Systems 

The  budget  request  included  $17.3  million  in  PE  64882A  for  Gen¬ 
eral  Fund  Enterprise  Business  Systems  (GFEBS).  The  committee 
notes  that  funds  for  the  development  of  a  classified  module  for 
GFEBS  were  provided  in  a  prior  year.  The  committee  recommends 
a  decrease  of  $17.1  million  in  PE  64882A  for  GFEBS. 

Internet  mapping 

The  budget  request  included  $33.9  million  in  PE  65803A  for 
Technical  Information  Activities.  Cyberspace  is  a  vast  new  oper¬ 
ational  domain  that  has  extensive  and  varied  topography.  As  the 
committee  emphasized  in  its  report  (S.  Rept.  112-173)  accom¬ 
panying  S.  3254,  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239),  charting  this  new  terrain  is  as 
fundamental  to  operations  in  cyberspace  as  maps  of  physical  ter¬ 
rain  have  always  been  to  military  campaigns. 

Despite  the  obvious  need,  attempts  to  map  the  Internet  so  far 
have  been  very  modest.  The  Internet  has  appeared  to  be  too  com¬ 
plex,  too  large  in  scale,  and  experiencing  changes  too  rapidly.  How¬ 
ever,  the  committee  is  persuaded  that  commercial  technology  and 
data  sources  are  now  available  to  capture  the  necessary  detail  at 
the  required  speed  and  volume. 

The  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Intelligence  un¬ 
derstands  the  need  for  a  dynamic,  comprehensive  Internet  mapping 
capability,  and  is  working  with  the  Air  Force  Research  Laboratory 
to  fund  pilot  projects  to  demonstrate  the  potential  of  commercial 
technology  and  data  sources.  The  Army’s  Geospatial  Center  under 
the  Engineer  Research  and  Development  Center  has  also  initiated 
research  and  development  to  map  this  21st  century  terrain. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  an  increase  of  $5.0 
million  in  PE  65803A  for  the  Army  Geospatial  Enterprise  project 
to  enhance  and  expand  its  Internet  mapping  research. 

Navy 

Offensive  anti-surface  warfare  weapon  development 

The  budget  request  included  $136.0  million  in  PE  64786N  for  de¬ 
veloping  an  offensive  anti-surface  warfare  (OASuW)  weapon.  This 
follows  on  an  enacted  funding  level  of  $86.8  million  in  fiscal  year 
2013.  The  Navy  hopes  to  use  these  funds  to  develop  an  OASuW 
weapon  system  or  systems  solution  that  can  be  launched  from  the 
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air  or  from  surface  vessels  against  hostile  surface  targets.  These  ef¬ 
forts  were  largely  in  response  to  an  urgent  operational  need  state¬ 
ment  (UONS)  seeking  immediate  capability. 

In  fiscal  year  2013,  the  Navy  had  planned  to  release  a  request 
for  proposal,  award  one  or  more  competitive  prototyping  contracts, 
and  establish  a  government  program  office  team.  The  Navy  also 
had  planned  to  issue  a  contract  for  $31.5  million  for  an  accelerated 
development  effort  to  field  an  interim  OASuW  capability  in  April 
2013.  That  contract  effort  has  since  been  suspended  due  to  chang¬ 
ing  priorities  within  the  Navy,  and  some  disagreement  about  the 
validity  of  the  UONS  that  initiated  the  effort.  The  budget  exhibits 
indicate  that  the  funds  instead  would  be  used  to  mature  tech¬ 
nologies  applicable  to  an  OASuW  program. 

In  fiscal  year  2014,  the  Navy  planned  to  spend  the  year  pre¬ 
paring  for  a  milestone  A  acquisition  decision  that  would  not  occur 
until  at  least  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year  2015.  In  fiscal  year 
2015,  the  Navy  budget  exhibits  indicate  that  the  Navy  will  be  con¬ 
ducting  competitive  prototyping  if  required  under  new  technology 
development  contracts  awarded  in  fiscal  year  2015.  It  is  clear  to 
the  committee  that  the  Navy  intends  to  conduct  no  such  competi¬ 
tive  prototyping,  but  will  instead  try  to  transition  a  developmental 
effort  from  the  Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency 
(DARPA)  into  a  program  of  record. 

The  committee  fails  to  see  the  need  to  invest  so  much  in  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  which  the  urgency  of  the  UONS  is  now  in  doubt,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  not  to  down  select  prematurely  to  a  single  program  respond¬ 
ing  to  a  near-term  requirement  that  would  not  deliver  capability  in 
the  near  term. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $100.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  PE  64786N.  The  committee  believes  it  would  be  prudent  to 
continue  government  support  activities  anticipating  a  successful 
milestone  A  graduation  in  fiscal  year  2015,  but  that  the  Navy 
should  be  able  to  do  this  with  $36.0  million  in  fiscal  year  2014,  an 
increase  of  roughly  39  percent  above  the  fiscal  year  2013  effort  that 
was  not  related  to  the  cancelled  accelerated  development  program. 

The  committee  further  expects  the  Navy  to  present  a  plan  that: 
(1)  pursues  a  more  competitive  approach;  and  (2)  yields  a  program 
proceeding  to  a  technology  readiness  level  6  before  deciding  on  a 
particular  technical  solution. 

LHA-8  design  effort 

The  budget  request  included  $155.3  million  in  PE  64567N  for 
various  ship  design  and  research  and  development  efforts,  includ¬ 
ing  $30.8  million  for  the  next  amphibious  assault  ship,  LHA-8. 
Within  the  $30.8  million,  $14.5  million  is  for  LHA-8  ship  design. 
Navy  LHA-8  program  development  and  design  activities  have  in¬ 
volved  two  shipyards,  among  other  contractors.  The  Navy  intends 
to  begin  procurement  funding  for  LHA-8  in  fiscal  year  2015. 

Repeated  Navy  shipbuilding  programs  have  shown  that  failing  to 
complete  a  ship’s  design  before  starting  construction  inevitably 
leads  to  cost  growth  and  schedule  delays.  The  committee  believes 
that  the  Navy  should  invest  more  than  it  is  currently  planning  to 
invest  in  maturing  the  design  of  LHA-8  before  starting  construc¬ 
tion  activities. 
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Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $20.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  PE  64567N  for  maturing  the  LHA-8  design. 

Marine  personnel  carrier 

The  budget  request  included  $20.9  million  in  PE  26623M  for  the 
Marine  Personnel  Carrier  (MPC).  The  committee  notes  that  the 
Marine  Corps  has  deferred  acquisition  of  the  MPC  until  after  it 
meets  more  urgent  requirements  for  a  new  amphibious  combat  ve¬ 
hicle  and  the  Joint  Light  Tactical  Vehicle.  The  committee  further 
notes  that  there  are  prior-year  funds  available  to  continue  any 
MPC-related  requirements  analysis  and  determination  or  tech¬ 
nology  studies  until  a  decision  is  made  regarding  the  sequencing 
and  availability  of  resources  for  this  capability.  Therefore,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $20.9  million  in  PE  26623M  for 
the  MPC. 


Air  Force 

Operationally  Responsive  Space 

The  fiscal  year  2014  budget  requested  no  funding  for  the  Oper¬ 
ationally  Responsive  Space  (ORS)  program.  The  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  re¬ 
jected  the  proposed  termination  of  the  ORS  Office  and  required  its 
location  be  separate  and  distinct  from  the  headquarters  of  the  Air 
Force  Space  and  Missile  System  Center  while  reporting  to  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Center.  Congress  awaits  the  reports  required  from  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public 
Law  112-239)  on  how  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  will  im¬ 
plement  the  legislation  and  move  ORS  concepts  into  space  acquisi¬ 
tion  programs.  Most  if  not  all  of  the  concepts  championed  by  the 
ORS  office  such  as  low  cost  launch,  disaggregation,  and  common 
bus  structures  are  now  being  embraced  by  DOD  in  times  of  fiscal 
constraint.  The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $10.0  million 
to  PE  64857F  to  continue  the  operations  of  the  ORS  office  and 
work  on  a  low  cost  weather  satellite  as  was  briefed  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees. 

Tactical  data  networks  enterprise 

The  budget  request  for  tactical  data  networks  enterprise  included 
$51.5  million  in  PE  64281F,  including  $21.4  million  for  airborne 
networking  enterprise. 

Only  $6.2  million  of  the  amount  for  airborne  networking  enter¬ 
prise  is  explained  anywhere  in  the  unclassified  or  classified  budget 
documentation.  Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  reduction 
of  $15.2  million  in  PE  64281F. 

Tactical  exploitation  of  national  capabilities 

The  budget  request  included  $89.8  million  in  PE  27247F  for  the 
tactical  exploitation  of  national  capabilities  (TENCAP)  program.  In¬ 
cluded  within  this  amount  is  $48.0  million  to  develop  a  communica¬ 
tions  pod  for  F-15  fighters  to  enable  5th  generation  and  4th  gen¬ 
eration  fighters  to  communicate  with  one  another.  The  total  also 
includes  $28.8  million  to  procure  advanced  sensors  and  components 
for  installation  on  these  communications  pods. 
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The  committee  appreciates  the  fact  that  elements  of  the  Air 
Force  are  finally  responding  to  the  serious  and  embarrassing  prob¬ 
lem  that  the  5th  generation  fighters  (the  F-22  and  the  F-35)  can¬ 
not  communicate  with  one  another  or  with  the  4th  generation 
fighters.  However,  there  are  now  multiple  initiatives  underway  in 
the  Air  Force  that  are  not  coordinated  or  well-planned.  In  addition, 
there  is  no  justification  for  pursuing  fighter  data  link  developments 
in  the  TENCAP  program,  especially  since  this  initiative  will  not 
address  the  problem  of  relaying  national-level  intelligence  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  fighters  or  relaying  tactical  information  from  the  fight¬ 
ers  to  national-level  systems. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  reduction  of  $76.8  mil¬ 
lion. 

Joint  surveillance/target  attack  radar  system 

The  budget  request  included  $57.5  million  in  Aircraft  Procure¬ 
ment,  Air  Force  (APAF),  for  the  E-8  modifications  program  and 
$13.2  million  in  PE  27581F  within  Research,  Development,  Test, 
and  Evaluation  (RDT&E),  Air  Force,  for  Joint  Surveillance/Target 
Attack  Radar  Systems  (JSTARS).  The  level  of  the  RDT&E  request 
reflects  a  reduction  of  $11.0  million  from  the  enacted  level  of  $24.2 
million  in  fiscal  year  2013,  largely  due  to  the  planned  retirement 
of  the  T-3  aircraft  that  has  been  a  dedicated  testing  and  develop¬ 
ment  platform  for  the  JSTARS  program. 

Although  there  have  certainly  been  reductions  in  current  devel¬ 
opment  activities,  that  does  not  mean  that  all  development  and  in¬ 
tegration  activities  are  over.  Losing  the  dedicated  testing  platform 
is  also  troublesome  because  the  Air  Force  has  decided  it  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  modernize  the  JSTARS  capability  by  fielding  a  new  plat¬ 
form.  That  means  that  the  Air  Force  will  be  relying  on  the  16  oper¬ 
ational  JSTARS  aircraft  and  11  Global  Hawk  Block  40  aircraft  to 
provide  all  of  the  synthetic  aperture  radar  (SAR)  and  ground  mov¬ 
ing  target  indicator  (GMTI)  support  for  ground  force  operations  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  Since  the  peacetime  demand  for  these  SAR 
and  GMTI  services  is  so  high,  retiring  the  T-3  aircraft  will  mean 
that  operational  aircraft  would  have  to  be  diverted  from  other  im¬ 
portant  tasks  to  support  testing. 

Therefore,  to  avoid  this  situation,  the  committee  recommends  an 
increase  of  $9.9  million  in  PE  27581F  for  RDT&E  to  sustain  T-3 
operations  during  fiscal  year  2014. 

Air  Force  Applications  Software  Assurance  Center  of  Excel¬ 
lence 

The  budget  request  included  $90.2  million  in  PE  33140F  for  the 
Information  Systems  Security  Program. 

The  committee  has  stressed  for  several  years  that  the  cybersecu¬ 
rity  problem  is  largely  due  to  vulnerabilities  in  the  software  con¬ 
trolling  computing  devices.  The  Air  Force  established  the  Applica¬ 
tion  Software  Assurance  Center  of  Excellence  (ASACOE)  in  2007  in 
response  to  a  serious  breach  that  illuminated  the  software  vulner¬ 
ability  problem  in  the  Air  Force  and  across  the  whole  Department 
of  Defense  (DOD).  Despite  the  seriousness  of  the  problem,  however, 
the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  provide  the  ASACOE  with  adequate 
funding.  While  funding  for  the  ASACOE’s  government  personnel  is 
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included  in  annual  budget  requests,  funds  for  contractor  support, 
bulk  licenses  for  code  analysis  tools,  and  other  expenses  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  Center’s  mission  are  not  budgeted,  forcing  the  Cen¬ 
ter  to  live  precariously  on  periodic  fund  transfers  from  other 
sources. 

Nonetheless,  despite  this  handicap,  the  ASACOE  has  earned  a 
reputation  for  effectiveness  and  lasting  impacts  in  improving  the 
security  of  many  applications  and  acquisition  programs,  in  the  Air 
Force  and  across  DOD.  In  a  report  to  Congress  in  July  2011,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  stated  that  “the  capabilities  dem¬ 
onstrated  by  ASACOE  are  integral  to  the  technical  tool  box”  that 
DOD  will  use  to  implement  its  Supply  Chain  Risk  Management 
strategy. 

A  report  to  Congress  in  October  2011  from  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  on  a  strategy  for  assuring  the  security  of  DOD  software  and 
software-based  applications  listed  the  ASACOE  and  the  National 
Security  Agency’s  Center  for  Assured  Software  as  organizations 
that  would  be  leveraged  to  implement  DOD’s  Trusted  Systems  and 
Networks  strategy.  The  report  further  stated  that  an  internal  DOD 
study  concluded  that  software  vulnerability  detection  should  be  “or¬ 
ganized  centrally”  to  assure  “a  consistent  response,  coherent  direc¬ 
tion,  and  comprehensive  coverage”  at  least  until  software  assur¬ 
ance  expertise  and  resources  are  developed  and  diffused  across  the 
Department.  The  committee  believes  that  the  ASACOE  could  sig¬ 
nificantly  contribute  to  the  implementation  of  section  933  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  of  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law 
112-239). 

The  mission  of  ASACOE  is  to  educate,  train,  equip,  and  assist 
program  management  offices  to  achieve  security  in  software  devel¬ 
opments  and  acquisitions.  It  provides  these  services  through  its  ex¬ 
pertise  in  software  assurance  requirements,  design,  standards,  best 
practices,  technology  and  tools  for  code  analysis,  penetration  test¬ 
ing,  training,  and  remediation. 

The  committee  recommends  an  additional  $10.0  million  in  PE 
33140F  to  enable  the  ASACOE  to  fulfill  this  mission.  These  funds 
will  allow  ASACOE  to  exercise  the  option  year  on  its  current  con¬ 
tract.  The  committee  urges  the  Air  Force  to  establish  a  regular 
funding  line  in  future  budget  requests  for  contractor  support  and 
bulk  license  procurement,  and  a  plan  for  assessment  and  remedi¬ 
ation  of  critical  software  systems. 

Defense- wide 
National  Defense  Education  Program 

The  budget  request  included  $84.3  million  in  PE  61120D8Z  for 
the  National  Defense  Education  Program  (NDEP)  that  funds  three 
activities  related  to  Science,  Technology,  Engineering,  and  Mathe¬ 
matics  (STEM)  education:  (1)  Science,  Mathematics,  and  Research 
for  Transformation  (SMART)  scholarship  program;  (2)  National  Se¬ 
curity  Science  and  Engineering  Faculty  Fellowship  (NSSEFF);  and 
(3)  pre-kindergarten  through  12th  grade  (PK-12)  STEM. 

In  the  fiscal  year  2014  President’s  budget  request,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  consolidated  most  STEM  programs  across  the  government, 
including  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  to  the  Department  of 
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Education,  the  National  Science  Foundation,  and  the  Smithsonian 
Institution.  While  the  consolidation  was  well-intended  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  duplication  of  activities  in  this  area  across  hundreds 
of  programs,  little  analytical  effort  appeared  to  be  expended  to  de¬ 
termine  which  exact  programs  should  be  transferred.  In  the  case 
of  DOD,  the  PK-12  program  was  terminated  with  much  of  the 
funding  transferred  to  NSSEFF.  Given  that  DOD  has  a  vested  in¬ 
terest  in  building  a  foundation  with  PK-12  activities  to  motivate 
and  encourage  children  to  pursue  STEM  careers  for  national  secu¬ 
rity  purposes,  the  committee  directs  that  $10.0  million  in  this  PE 
be  transferred  from  NSSEFF  back  to  PK-12  activities  that  have 
participation  by  DOD  laboratories  and  directly  benefit  the  children 
of  DOD  families. 

Additionally,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  on  DOD  execution 
of  the  NDEP  no  later  than  180  days  after  enactment  of  this  Act. 
The  report  will  include  an  overall  assessment  of  the  outcomes  of 
the  NDEP  program;  a  historic  and  projected  examination  of 
SMART,  NSSEFF,  and  PK-12  STEM  funding  levels;  a  comparison 
of  NDEP  to  other  federal  government  funded  STEM  education  pro¬ 
grams;  and  any  recommendations  on  improving  program  execution. 

Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  Lincoln  Laboratory 

The  budget  request  included  $46.9  million  in  PE  62234D8Z  for 
the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  Lincoln  Laboratory,  an 
increase  of  $10.0  million  from  the  fiscal  year  2013  budget  request. 

The  committee  believes  the  increase  is  unjustified  and  rec¬ 
ommends  a  decrease  of  $5.0  million. 

Applied  research  for  the  advancement  of  science  and  tech¬ 
nology  priorities 

The  budget  request  included  $45.0  million  in  PE  6225 1D8Z  for 
applied  research  for  the  advancement  of  science  and  technology 
(S&T)  priorities.  This  program  element  was  newly  established  to 
fund  key  research  opportunities  identified  by  the  S&T  Priority 
Steering  Councils. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  funding  is  more  appropriate  in 
the  services’  S&T  budgets  and  recommends  a  decrease  of  $15.0  mil¬ 
lion. 

Automated  software  code  analysis  tool  development 

The  budget  request  included  $18.9  million  in  PE  62668D8Z  for 
Cyber  Security  Research,  and  $19.7  million  in  PE  63668D8Z  for 
Cyber  Security  Advanced  Research. 

The  Assuring  Effective  Missions  projects  in  these  two  program 
elements  duplicate  research  that  the  Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  is  conducting  under  the  Plan  X  program.  There¬ 
fore,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  to  the  request  of  $2.0 
million  and  $3.0  million  in  PE  62668D8Z  and  PE  63668D8Z,  re¬ 
spectively. 

In  two  National  Defense  Authorization  Acts,  the  committee  in¬ 
cluded  provisions  requiring  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  to 
take  concrete  steps  to  improve  the  security  of  the  software  that  is 
the  target  of  the  cyber  attacks  that  DOD  suffers  relentlessly.  In  the 
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National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public 
Law  112-239),  Congress  established  mandatory  requirements  for 
the  use  of  automated  code  analysis  tools  in  the  development  and 
testing  of  software  for  DOD  systems.  The  committee’s  under¬ 
standing  was  that  DOD  officials  agreed  that  the  use  of  such  tools 
is  critically  important  to  cybersecurity. 

The  most  capable  tools  currently  available  are  built  by  commer¬ 
cial  companies  with  little  to  no  government  investment.  These  tools 
have  progressed  in  performance,  but  the  committee  believes  that 
DOD  should  be  investing  in  improved  tools  to  achieve  fewer  false 
positives  and  negatives  in  identifying  defects  and  vulnerabilities. 
The  committee  also  believes  that  DOD  should  be  investing  in  so- 
called  smart  fuzzing  tools  to  identify  exploitable  vulnerabilities  in 
software.  Such  tools  are  used  routinely  and  very  effectively  in  the 
intelligence  community,  but  not  so  far  by  the  DOD  acquisition  com¬ 
munity. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  $2.0  million  and 
$3.0  million  in  PE  62668D8Z  and  PE  63668D8Z,  respectively,  to  de¬ 
velop  automated  code  analysis  tools,  including  fuzzing  tools.  The 
committee  urges  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research 
and  Engineering  to  include  funds  for  this  purpose  in  future  budget 
requests. 

Counter  terrorism,  counter-insurgency,  and  the  exploitation 
of  human  terrain  in  conflict 

The  budget  request  terminated  the  Human  Social  Culture  Be¬ 
havior  (HSCB)  program.  The  fiscal  year  2013  budget  request  had 
$6.8  million  in  PE  62670D8Z  (HSCB  Modeling  Applied  Research), 
$8.2  million  in  PE  63670D8Z  (HSCB  Advanced  Development),  and 
$5.1  million  in  PE  64670D8Z  (HSCB  Modeling  Research  and  Engi¬ 
neering). 

The  committee  notes  that  the  list  of  priority  missions  of  the  U.S. 
armed  forces  released  in  the  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request  had 
counter  terrorism  and  irregular  warfare  as  the  first  mission.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  course  of  the  last  12  years  of  conflicts,  one  key  lesson  that 
has  emerged  is  the  need  for  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  to 
develop  a  rigorous  comprehensive  understanding  of  the  human  ter¬ 
rain  in  which  it  is  operating.  A  deep  understanding  of  the  cultural, 
social,  religious,  and  ethnic  factors  on  the  ground  are  vital  to  suc¬ 
cessful  operations.  While  the  Department  claims  that  each  of  the 
services  are  increasing  their  investments  in  these  areas,  elimi¬ 
nating  the  need  for  defense-wide  funding,  the  committee  has  not 
seen  any  evidence  to  suggest  that  this  is  the  case. 

In  2008,  DOD  created  the  HSCB  program  to  rapidly  transition 
basic  research  to  tools  for  military  personnel  to  increase  intel¬ 
ligence  collection  and  integration,  and  provide  our  warfighters  bet¬ 
ter  situational  awareness  and  capabilities  on  the  battlefield.  Since 
its  establishment,  the  HSCB  program  has  developed  and 
transitioned  operational  tools  to  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command, 
U.S.  Africa  Command,  U.S.  Pacific  Command,  U.S.  Southern  Com¬ 
mand,  the  Army’s  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  Analysis  Cen¬ 
ter,  and  International  Security  Agency  Forces  Joint  Command 
Headquarters  in  Afghanistan.  HBSC  fielded  tools  include:  data  in¬ 
gestion,  analysis  and  modeling  capabilities;  behavioral  modeling  ca- 
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pabilities;  geospatial  and  social  network  analysis  tools;  and  auto¬ 
mated  techniques  to  rapidly  extract  persons,  events  and  senti¬ 
ments. 

In  2009,  the  Defense  Science  Board,  in  its  report  “Understanding 
Human  Dynamics”,  identified  a  number  of  key  gaps  in  the  DOD’s 
knowledge  of  human  dynamics.  The  HSCB  program  addresses  a 
majority  of  these  gaps  to  include:  multi-domain,  multi-speaker  spo¬ 
ken  conversation,  transcription  and  translation;  technologies  for  ex¬ 
tracting  knowledge  from  both  structured  and  unstructured  human 
networks;  automated  assessments  of  the  human  terrain  with  an 
emphasis  on  attitudes,  influence  networks,  and  the  effects  of  stra¬ 
tegic  communication;  gaming  for  virtual  training  and  mission  re¬ 
hearsal;  automated  sentiment,  intention,  and  deception  detection; 
and  dynamic  network  analysis  to  understand  influence,  attitudes, 
and  beliefs. 

Given  the  overall  importance  of  this  area,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  an  increase  of  $5.0  million  for  each  of  the  above  program 
elements,  for  a  total  of  $15.0  million.  Furthermore,  the  committee 
directs  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Research  and  Engi¬ 
neering  to  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later 
than  180  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the  Department’s 
overall  investment  strategy  in  the  field  of  human,  social,  cultural, 
and  behavior  research  and  engineering,  an  assessment  of  the  oper¬ 
ational  utility  of  fielded  HSCB  tools,  and  a  plan  for  transitioning 
funding  for  this  area  from  defense-wide  activities  to  those  funded 
by  the  services. 

Combating  Terrorism  Technology  Support 

The  budget  request  included  $77.8  million  in  PE  63122D8Z  for 
the  Combating  Terrorism  Technical  Support  (CTTS)  program,  a 
modest  increase  from  $77.1  million  in  fiscal  year  2013. 

The  committee  supports  the  mission  of  the  CTTS  program  to  rap¬ 
idly  develop  and  transition  a  wide  range  of  technologies  to  the 
joint,  interagency,  and  international  communities  focused  on  com¬ 
bating  terrorism.  However,  in  the  current  budgetary  environment, 
the  committee  observes — based  upon  an  analysis  of  CTTS  programs 
completed  in  fiscal  year  2012  and  ongoing  in  fiscal  year  2013 — that 
there  is  a  significant  amount  of  work  conducted  by  this  program 
that  is  more  suited  to  be  funded  by  the  Special  Operations  Com¬ 
mand  and  its  associated  components,  as  well  as  by  the  services. 
Hence,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $17.0  million  to 
PE  63122D8Z. 

Ballistic  missile  defense  technology  programs 

The  budget  request  included  $309.2  million  in  PE  63175C  for  the 
Missile  Defense  Agency  (MDA)  for  development  of  ballistic  missile 
defense  technology,  including  $229.9  million  for  advanced  tech¬ 
nology  development,  and  $70.0  million  for  the  Common  Kill  Vehicle 
technology  development  program,  which  is  a  new  program  de¬ 
scribed  elsewhere  in  this  report. 

The  committee  notes  that  MDA  has  placed  a  number  of  previous 
technology  development  programs,  which  had  been  in  separate  pro¬ 
gram  elements,  into  a  single  technology  development  program  ele¬ 
ment.  The  committee  is  concerned  that  this  consolidation  of  all 
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technology  development  projects  into  a  single  program  element 
may  degrade  transparency  and  oversight,  which  would  be  contrary 
to  the  interests  of  the  committee  and  to  the  MDA  efforts  to  improve 
transparency  and  oversight. 

The  committee  also  notes  that  advanced  technology  development 
funding  for  fiscal  year  2014,  in  addition  to  the  $70.0  million  for  the 
common  kill  vehicle  technology  development  program,  spikes  at 
$230.0  million,  from  a  level  of  $76.0  million  in  fiscal  year  2013,  and 
is  planned  to  come  down  in  fiscal  year  2015  and  beyond  to  a  level 
of  about  $138.0  million  per  year.  The  committee  observes  that  a  1— 
year  spike  in  technology  development  funding  will  not  create  sus¬ 
tainable  progress,  and  is  likely  to  lead  to  significant  program  man¬ 
agement  and  execution  challenges,  as  well  as  starting  work  that 
would  not  be  continued  in  future  years. 

One  of  the  previous  MDA  program  elements  that  has  been  moved 
into  the  technology  development  program  element  in  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  is  the  directed  energy  program  within  the  Weapons  Tech¬ 
nology  project,  for  which  $83.5  million  is  requested.  The  committee 
notes  that  the  MDA-directed  energy  research  and  development  pro¬ 
gram,  along  with  other  Department  of  Defense-directed  energy  pro¬ 
grams,  do  not  have  an  adequate  level  of  common  metrics  for  over¬ 
sight  and  program  evaluation,  as  described  elsewhere  in  this  re¬ 
port.  Furthermore,  one  of  MDA’s  directed  energy  projects,  the 
Diode-Pumped  Alkalai  Laser  System  (DPALS)  project,  does  not 
have  the  same  level  of  coordination  and  oversight  from  an  array  of 
directed  energy  experts  as  the  fiber-combining  laser  project,  which 
includes  the  involvement  of  the  Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency.  Furthermore,  the  committee  believes  that  MDA 
continues  to  place  too  much  focus  on  high-energy  laser  lethality 
work  for  future  boost-phase  intercept  missions,  years  before  it  is 
known  whether  the  technology  will  ever  permit  such  applications. 
Consequently,  the  committee  recommends  a  reduction  of  $5.0  mil¬ 
lion  to  the  DPALS  project  in  the  directed  energy  portion  of  the 
weapons  technology  component  of  PE  633175C  for  Advanced  Tech¬ 
nology,  and  an  undistributed  reduction  of  $25.0  million  across 
other  portions  of  PE  633175C  for  Advanced  Technology  as 
unsustainable  growth.  The  committee  also  directs  MDA  to  brief  the 
congressional  defense  committees  within  90  days  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act  on  a  strategy  for  broadening  the  DPALS  effort  to  en¬ 
courage  effective  peer  review,  competition,  and  increased  involve¬ 
ment  of  the  high-energy  laser  expert  community. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  new  Common  Kill  Vehicle  Tech¬ 
nology  research  and  development  program  is  planned  for  consistent 
levels  of  funding  across  the  future-years  defense  program,  which 
will  allow  for  a  sustained  research  and  development  effort.  The 
committee  believes  this  stable  funding  approach  program  will  per¬ 
mit  sustainable  efforts  and  results. 

Rapid  Fielding 

The  budget  request  included  $315.0  million  in  Rapid  Fielding 
programs  spread  between  Joint  Capability  Technology  Demonstra¬ 
tions  ($174.4  million  in  PE  63648D8Z),  Emerging  Capabilities 
Technology  Development  ($62.0  million  in  63699D8Z),  and  Quick 
Reaction  Special  Projects  ($78.5  million  in  63826D8Z). 
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The  committee  is  pleased  that  the  Department  of  Defense  is 
shifting  its  Rapid  Fielding  operational  model  from  primarily  near- 
term  gaps  to  a  renewed  look  at  longer-term  interest  areas  that  are 
more  strategic  in  nature.  In  addition,  the  committee  supports  the 
Department’s  move  to  fund  more  conceptual,  developmental,  and 
operational  prototyping.  The  committee  urges  the  Rapid  Fielding 
program  to  spearhead  efforts  to  find  innovative  integrated  design 
teams  that  can  develop  capabilities  at  far  less  cost  than  traditional 
defense  contractors.  The  committee  notes  the  design  of  the  5th 
Generation  Aerial  Target  as  one  example  where  such  a  design  and 
management  philosophy  can  potentially  lead  to  significant  gains  in 
affordability  for  the  Department. 

To  encourage  greater  quality  versus  quantity  of  its  projects,  the 
committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $10.0  million  in  PE  63648D8Z 
and  $20.0  million  in  PE  63826D8Z  from  the  Quick  Reaction  Fund 
and  Rapid  Reaction  Fund. 

Networked  Communications  Capability  Program 

The  budget  request  included  $20.0  million  for  the  Networked 
Communications  Capability  Program,  PE  63662D8Z. 

The  committee  understands  the  importance  of  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  needs  in  accelerating  its  wireless  mobile  networking  ca¬ 
pabilities  through  both  greater  leveraging  of  commercial  capabili¬ 
ties,  as  well  as  pursuing  solutions  to  defense  unique  requirements. 
However,  the  committee  observes  that  there  is  significant  invest¬ 
ment  across  all  the  services  and  the  Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  (DARPA)  in  this  area,  and  questions  the  value  of 
this  program  at  the  defense-wide  level.  Hence,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  a  decrease  of  $15.0  million  and  directs  this  activity  to 
focus  on  coordinating  wireless  mobile  networking  capabilities 
across  the  services  and  DARPA,  in  coordination  with  the  Defense 
Information  Systems  Agency  and  the  Department’s  Chief  Informa¬ 
tion  Officer. 

Defense  industrial  capacity  innovation  and  sustainment 

The  budget  request  included  $34.0  million  in  PE  63680D8Z  for 
defense-wide  manufacturing  science  and  technology  and  $14.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  PE  67210D8Z  for  industrial  base  analysis  and  sustainment. 
The  committee,  along  with  other  congressional  defense  committees, 
has  been  a  strong  supporter  of  programs  that  advance  innovation 
in  manufacturing  and  that  sustain  targeted  sectors  and  capabilities 
of  the  defense  industrial  base.  This  view  has  also  been  expressed 
by  prior  studies  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  (DSB),  as  well  as  the 
most  recent  Quadrennial  Defense  Review.  In  the  current  budgetary 
environment  with  an  increased  focus  on  affordability,  investments 
in  advancing  manufacturing  technologies  have  shown  significant 
overall  reductions  in  production  and  life  cycle  costs. 

Despite  the  critical  importance  of  manufacturing  technology,  the 
Department  of  Defense’s  (DOD)  overall  manufacturing  investment 
is  only  0.3  percent  of  overall  funding  for  Research,  Development, 
Test  and  Evaluation — well  short  of  the  1  percent  goal  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  DSB.  Last  year,  Congress  provided  an  additional 
$30.0  million  to  the  Industrial  Base  Innovation  Fund  (IBIF)  pro¬ 
gram  for  advanced  manufacturing  technologies.  Recent  examples  of 
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IBIF  projects  include  improved  producibility  of  the  electro-optical 
targeting  system  on  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter,  improved  transparent 
armor  for  soldier  protection  in  ground  combat  vehicles,  advanced 
high-energy  batteries,  and  light  weight  cables  and  wires  for  weight 
reduction  on  aerospace  systems.  The  new  manufacturing  tech¬ 
niques  for  the  electro-optical  targeting  system  have  led  to  a  return 
on  investment  in  excess  of  a  factor  of  20.  Given  the  demonstrated 
return  on  investment  in  innovative  manufacturing  technologies,  the 
committee  recommends  an  additional  $25.0  million  to  continue  the 
IBIF  program  in  the  63680D8Z  program  element  line. 

The  committee  directs  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Manufacturing  and  Industrial  Base  Policy  to  continue  to  make 
competitive,  merit-based  investments  in  manufacturing  research 
and  development  that  address  defense  industrial  base  shortfalls, 
especially  those  related  to  more  urgent  production  requirements 
and  diminishing  defense  manufacturing  sources  and  material 
shortages,  and  a  sustainable  defense  design  team  base.  Other  areas 
of  emphasis  encouraged  are  those  related  to  the  emerging  fields  of 
model-based  engineering  and  integrated  computational  materials 
engineering,  as  highlighted  in  a  recent  National  Research  Council 
report,  and  new  innovative  technologies  being  developed  through 
public-private  partnerships  such  as  the  national  Advanced  Manu¬ 
facturing  Partnership,  Connecting  American  Manufacturing,  the 
National  Digital  Engineering  and  Manufacturing  Consortium,  and 
the  Metal  Affordability  Initiative. 

Furthermore,  the  committee  strongly  urges  DOD  to  institu¬ 
tionalize  this  program  with  adequate  resources  in  future  years  and 
consider  it  as  an  important  component  of  its  wider  manufacturing 
and  industrial  base  strategy,  in  part,  informed  by  its  ongoing  “Sec- 
tor-by-Sector,  Tier-by-Tier”  analyses. 

CWMD  Systems 

Section  3166  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  established  a  “Congressional  Advisory  Panel  on  the  Gov¬ 
ernance  of  the  Nuclear  Security  Enterprise.”  No  funding  was  re¬ 
quested  in  the  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request  for  the  advisory 
panel.  The  panel  ends  on  June  1,  2014.  The  committee  recommends 
an  increase  of  $3.0  million  to  PE  0303310D8Z  to  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  advisory  panel  under  a  transfer  to  PE  0902198D8Z. 

Advanced  sensor  applications  program 

The  budget  request  included  $17.2  million  in  PE  63714D8Z  for 
the  Advanced  Sensor  Applications  Program  (ASAP).  This  rep¬ 
resents  a  reduction  from  the  level  funded  in  fiscal  year  2013  of 
$19.0  million.  This  reduction  reflects  a  general  reduction  applied  to 
a  number  of  budget  line  items  in  an  across-the-board  manner.  The 
committee  believes  that  this  reduction,  while  modest  by  some 
standards,  will  cause  the  program  to  postpone  important  testing 
and  experiments.  The  committee  believes  that  these  efforts  are  too 
important  to  postpone  or  cancel,  and  therefore,  recommends  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2.0  million  for  ASAP. 
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U.S.-Israeli  cooperative  missile  defense  programs 

The  budget  request  included  $95.8  million  in  PE  63913C  for  the 
Missile  Defense  Agency  (MDA)  for  U.S.-Israeli  cooperative  missile 
defense  programs,  including:  $10.7  million  to  improve  the  existing 
Arrow  Weapon  System;  $52.6  million  for  continued  development  of 
the  Arrow-3  upper-tier  interceptor  missile;  and  $32.5  million  for  co¬ 
development  of  a  short-range  missile  defense  system  called  David’s 
Sling.  These  systems  are  part  of  Israel’s  layered  defenses  against 
missiles  and  rockets  of  varying  ranges,  from  longer-range  missiles 
from  Iran  or  Syria,  to  short-range  missiles  and  large  caliber  rockets 
fired  from  Lebanese  territory  in  the  summer  of  2006,  to  the  very 
short-range  rockets  and  artillery  fired  from  Gaza.  The  United 
States  is  co-managing  and  jointly  developing  these  systems  to  en¬ 
sure  that  they  are  compatible  and  interoperable  with  U.S.  missile 
defense  systems. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  threat  to  Israel  from  missiles 
and  rockets  of  varying  ranges  is  extremely  serious  and  growing, 
particularly  with  the  crisis  in  Syria,  and  that  effective  missile  de¬ 
fenses  are  an  essential  component  of  Israel’s  security  and  regional 
stability.  The  committee  supports  efforts  to  enhance  and  accelerate 
these  systems,  in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  joint  Project  Agreements  governing  the  manage¬ 
ment  and  execution  of  these  cooperative  projects. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $150.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  PE  63913C  for  U.S.-Israeli  cooperative  missile  defense  pro¬ 
grams,  including:  $30.0  million  to  improve  the  Arrow  Weapon  Sys¬ 
tem;  $20.0  million  for  the  Arrow-3  upper-tier  interceptor  develop¬ 
ment  program;  and  $100.0  million  for  the  David’s  Sling  short-range 
missile  defense  system. 

The  budget  request  also  included  $220.3  million  in  Procurement, 
Defense-wide,  for  MDA  for  Israel  to  procure  additional  Iron  Dome 
batteries  and  missiles.  This  is  the  first  year  that  funding  for  Iron 
Dome  has  been  included  in  the  budget  request,  and  the  committee 
commends  the  Department  of  Defense  for  making  it  part  of  the  reg¬ 
ular  budget  process. 

The  Iron  Dome  system,  which  was  developed  by  Israel,  was  used 
to  great  effect  to  defend  against  short-range  rocket  attacks  from 
Gaza  in  2012,  and  had  a  reported  operational  success  rate  of  85 
percent.  The  committee  recognizes  that  the  current  situation  in 
Syria  has  added  to  the  risk  of  rocket  and  missile  attacks  against 
Israel,  and  that  Iron  Dome  is  an  important  component  of  Israel’s 
ability  to  protect  its  population  against  such  attacks. 

Advanced  Innovative  Technologies 

The  budget  request  included  $130.0  million  in  PE  64250D8Z  for 
Advanced  Innovative  Technologies. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  this  significant  level  of  funding 
will  not  be  able  to  be  executed  in  fiscal  year  2014  and  recommends 
a  decrease  of  $30.0  million  to  this  program  element. 

Defense  research  and  development  Rapid  Innovation  Pro¬ 
gram  focus  areas 

The  Rapid  Innovation  Program  (RIP)  is  a  competitive,  merit- 
based  program  established  by  section  1073  of  the  Ike  Skelton  Na- 
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tional  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (Public  Law 
111-383)  that  is  designed  to  fund  innovative  technologies,  reduce 
acquisition  or  life  cycle  costs,  address  technical  risks,  improve  the 
timeliness  of  test  and  evaluation  outcomes,  and  rapidly  insert  tech¬ 
nologies  needed  to  meet  critical  national  security  needs.  The  com¬ 
mittee  notes  that  $250.0  million  was  appropriated  for  the  RIP  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  Appropriations  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013 
(Public  Law  1 13—6);  however,  no  funds  were  requested  in  fiscal 
year  2014. 

The  RIP  was  first  authorized  and  funded  in  2011.  Over  170  pro¬ 
grams  were  selected  by  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  in  2011 
to  include:  automated  engine  part  inspection  tools,  compact  anti¬ 
jam  Global  Positioning  System  antennas,  enhanced  ground  vehicle 
protection,  lightweight  ground  fire  detection  systems  for  combat 
outposts,  ceramic  based  explosive  ordnance  detection  tool  kits,  and 
improvements  to  mine  roller  wheel  assemblies.  All  these  programs 
are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  November  2013.  The  overall  re¬ 
sponse  from  the  Services  has  been  positive  for  the  program,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  the  fact  that  it  has  opened  up  more  collaborative  efforts 
with  small  businesses  and  non-traditional  suppliers  to  DOD. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $150.0  million  in 
funding  for  the  RIP  to  PE  64775D8Z  focusing  primarily  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  three  broad  areas: 

(1)  delivering  nearer-term  emerging  technologies  to  current 
military  operations  to  enhance  capabilities  in  areas  such  as: 
electronic  warfare;  cybersecurity  tools;  robotics  and  autono¬ 
mous  systems;  spectrum  management;  intelligence,  surveil¬ 
lance,  and  reconnaissance  capabilities;  reducing  soldier  load; 
improving  fixed,  mobile,  and  dismounted  force  protection;  and 
detecting  and  defeating  all  forms  of  improvised  explosive  de¬ 
vices; 

(2)  contributing  to  breakthrough  technologies  for  future  mili¬ 
tary  capabilities  in  areas  such  as:  countering  weapons  of  mass 
destruction;  space  systems;  hypersonics;  highly  autonomous 
systems;  large-scale  data  management  and  manipulation  for 
command  and  control;  and  enhancing  human  performance;  and 

(3)  improving  the  affordability  of  defense  operations  in  areas 
such  as:  advanced  manufacturing;  reducing  the  cost  and  foot¬ 
print  of  energy  and  other  logistical  items;  interoperability 
across  platforms  and  systems;  and  innovative  prototyping  ap¬ 
proaches  for  new  platforms  and  systems. 

The  committee  reaffirms  the  requirement  by  law  that  all  such 
funding  be  allocated  on  the  basis  of  a  merit-based  selection,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  a  broad  agency  announcement  or  similar  competitive  proc¬ 
ess.  To  ensure  the  integrity  of  this  competitive  process,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  to  re¬ 
port  on  the  execution  of  RIP.  The  report  will  include  but  not  be  lim¬ 
ited  to:  an  assessment  of  the  RIP  contract  solicitation  and  award 
process;  an  assessment  of  RIP  execution  and  monitoring  of  con¬ 
tracts;  an  overall  assessment  of  how  the  RIP  is  meeting  its  goals 
and  guidelines;  and  a  complete  list  of  all  RIP  awards  since  program 
inception  to  include  funding  organization,  project,  contractor,  loca¬ 
tion,  award  amount,  award  date,  description  of  project,  confirma¬ 
tion  that  the  contract  award  was  competitive  and  merit-based,  a 
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description  of  what  Joint  Urgent  Operational  Needs  or  other  crit¬ 
ical  national  security  need  each  RIP  award  addressed,  and  the  cur¬ 
rent  status  of  each  RIP  award. 

Developmental  test  and  evaluation 

The  budget  request  included  $15.5  million  in  PE  65804D8Z  for 
developmental  test  and  evaluation  and  $44.2  million  in  PE 
605142D8Z  for  systems  engineering. 

The  committee  notes  the  Weapon  Systems  Acquisition  Reform 
Act  of  2009  (Public  Law  111-23)  required  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  to  rebuild  its  systems  engineering  and  developmental 
testing  organizations  to  ensure  that  design  problems  are  under¬ 
stood  and  addressed  early  in  the  acquisition  process. 

While  DOD  has  taken  great  strides  in  improving  its  acquisition 
process,  the  committee  notes  that  the  Fiscal  Year  2012  Annual  Re¬ 
port  by  the  Director  of  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation — dated  De¬ 
cember  2012 — provided  a  list  of  17  major  defense  acquisition  pro¬ 
grams — the  same  number  as  in  2011 — that  had  discoveries  of  sig¬ 
nificant  problems  during  operational  test  and  evaluation  that 
should  have  been  detected  and  corrected  during  developmental  test 
and  evaluation. 

Furthermore,  the  committee  notes  that  the  Department’s  de¬ 
fense-wide  systems  engineering  budget  request  is  almost  three 
times  greater  than  the  developmental  test  and  evaluation  budget 
request.  In  fiscal  year  2013,  the  committee  recommended  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $5.0  million  to  developmental  test  and  evaluation.  The 
committee  believes  that  DOD  is  continuing  to  underfund  its  devel¬ 
opmental  test  and  evaluation  activities,  as  evidenced  by  the  unac¬ 
ceptable  number  of  problems  being  discovered  in  operational  test 
and  evaluation. 

To  bring  more  parity  between  the  systems  engineering  and  devel¬ 
opmental  test  and  evaluation  activities,  the  committee  recommends 
a  transfer  of  $5.0  million  from  PE  65142D8Z  to  PE  65804D8Z. 

Defense  Technical  Information  Center 

The  budget  request  included  $56.0  million  in  PE  6580 1KA  for  the 
Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (DTIC),  a  modest  increase 
from  $55.5  million  in  fiscal  year  2013. 

The  committee  supports  the  innovation  of  DTIC  to  improve  infor¬ 
mation  technologies  that  enhance  collaboration  and  research  sup¬ 
port  and  data  repository  services.  However,  the  committee  ques¬ 
tions  the  role  of  all  the  web  services  and  site  hosting  activities  that 
DTIC  provides  as  well  as  whether  the  size  of  the  organization  is 
commensurate  with  its  mission.  Hence,  the  committee  recommends 
a  decrease  of  $10.0  million. 

Conflict  Records  Research  Center 

The  budget  request  included  $3.2  million  in  PE  35186D8Z  for 
Policy  Research  and  Development  programs. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Conflict  Records  Research  Center 
(CRRC)  was  established  to  address  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  in¬ 
tent  to  enable  research  into  captured  records  with  complete  open¬ 
ness  and  rigid  adherence  to  academic  freedom  and  integrity.  The 
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mission  of  the  CRRC  is  to  facilitate  the  use  of  captured  records  to 
support  research,  both  within  and  outside  the  government. 

The  CRRC  has  made  significant  contributions  in  translating  and 
facilitating  the  analysis  of  important  documents  in  its  Saddam 
Hussein  and  al  Qaeda  collections.  However,  the  CRRC  is  not  fund¬ 
ed  in  fiscal  year  2014  and  there  appears  to  not  be  any  plans  for 
a  transition  of  the  CRRC’s  expertise  or  access  to  the  documents. 
Hence,  the  committee  recommends  $1.0  million  to  the  above  PE  for 
the  CRRC  and  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy  to 
report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  180 
days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on  a  plan  to  sustain  the 
CRRC’s  capabilities. 

MQ-9  Unmanned  Aerial  Vehicle 

The  budget  request  included  $1.3  million  in  Research,  Develop¬ 
ment,  Test,  and  Evaluation,  Defense-wide,  for  the  development,  in¬ 
tegration,  and  testing  of  special  operations-unique  mission  kits  for 
the  MQ-9  Unmanned  Aerial  Vehicle  (UAV).  U.S.  Special  Oper¬ 
ations  Command  (USSOCOM)  is  responsible  for  the  development 
and  acquisition  of  special  operations  capabilities  to,  among  other 
things,  effectively  carry  out  operations  against  terrorist  networks 
while  avoiding  collateral  damage. 

The  committee  approved  an  above  threshold  reprogramming  of 
funds  requested  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  January  2013  to 
provide  for  the  development,  integration,  and  testing  of  additional 
capabilities  to  address  identified  technology  gaps  on  USSOCOM 
UAVs.  The  committee  understands  that  this  reprogramming  only 
partially  addressed  such  technology  gaps.  Therefore,  the  committee 
recommends  an  additional  $12.0  million  in  Research,  Development, 
Test,  and  Evaluation,  Defense-wide,  for  the  MQ-9  UAV. 

Combatant  Craft  Forward  Looking  Infrared  Radar 

The  budget  request  included  $1.2  million  in  Procurement,  De¬ 
fense-wide  for  Combatant  Craft  Forward  Looking  Infrared  Radar 
(CCFLIR).  Due  to  parts  obsolescence  issues  with  the  current 
CCFLIR  systems,  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  has  requested 
a  transfer  of  this  funding  to  Research,  Development,  Test,  and 
Evaluation,  Defense-wide,  for  design,  development,  and  testing  of 
the  next-generation  CCFLIR  system.  The  committee  recommends 
this  transfer. 

Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  programs 

The  budget  request  included  $2.87  billion  for  the  research  and 
management  activities  of  the  Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects 
Agency  (DARPA).  Taking  into  account  the  current  fiscal  environ¬ 
ment,  and  given  some  lingering  questions  about  the  agency’s  ability 
to  fully  execute  all  its  funding  in  a  timely  fashion,  as  well  as  con¬ 
cerns  over  certain  programs,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease 
of  $100.0  million  from  DARPA’s  overall  budget. 

The  committee  is  pleased  that  DARPA  has  conducted  an  inde¬ 
pendent  review  of  its  Adaptive  Vehicle  Make  ground  vehicle  manu¬ 
facturing  program,  is  refocusing  the  program,  and  is  paying  atten¬ 
tion  to  how  survivability  considerations  will  be  realistically  taken 
into  account. 
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DARPA  is  pursuing  a  Vertical  Take-off  and  Landing  (VTOL)  X- 
Plane  technology  program  to  design,  develop,  and  demonstrate  im¬ 
provements  in  speed,  hover  performance,  cruise  efficiency,  and  pay- 
load.  While  the  committee  notes  that  the  program  has  identified 
challenging  speed  goals  that  are  significant  improvements  over 
rotorcraft  performance  today,  the  committee  believes  that  the  tar¬ 
get  size  of  a  vehicle  in  the  10,000  to  12,000  pounds  class  is  too 
small  to  be  of  useful  military  utility.  Furthermore,  the  committee 
strongly  urges  DARPA  to  anticipate  more  than  a  single  performer 
to  be  selected  for  flight  tests.  Competition  in  this  program  is  vital, 
and  there  should  be  at  least  two  performers  carried  through  flight 
testing.  As  one  source  for  increased  funding  for  this  program,  the 
committee  recommends  terminating  the  Transformer  (X)  Vehicle 
program  due  to  questions  about  its  military  utility. 

The  committee  expresses  deep  concern  for  how  the  Plan-X  cyber¬ 
security  program  was  given  a  disproportionate  reduction  due  to  se¬ 
questration  in  fiscal  year  2013.  Given  the  potential  for  significant 
contributions  by  this  program  to  the  Department’s  greater  cyber-se¬ 
curity  efforts,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $5.0  mil¬ 
lion  to  PE  62303E  for  this  program.  The  committee  will  continue 
to  monitor  this  program  to  see  how  its  schedule  will  be  impacted. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 
Army  Occupant-Centric  Survivability  Program 

The  committee  acknowledges  the  report  that  the  Army  provided 
to  the  congressional  defense  committees  earlier  this  year  about  its 
Occupant-Centric  Platform  Technology  Enabled  Capability  Dem¬ 
onstration  research  program  and  supports  its  objectives  to  produce 
military  standards  that  inform  future  ground  vehicle  development 
to  ensure  that  vehicle  designs  mitigate  injuries  due  to  underbody 
blasts  and  subsequent  crash/rollover  events.  Noting  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  take  until  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2015  to  produce  these 
standards,  the  committee  encourages  the  Army  to  move  as  expedi¬ 
tiously  on  this  program  as  possible  and  to  leverage  emerging  tech¬ 
nologies  in  the  commercial  sector,  especially  those  related  to  vehi¬ 
cle  restraints. 

Chemical  and  biological  defense  medical  countermeasures 
strategy 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  is  pursuing  an  enhanced 
strategy  for  rapid  and  cost-effective  development,  approval,  and 
manufacturing  of  medical  countermeasures  (MCM)  against  chem¬ 
ical  and  biological  threats,  both  known  and  validated  threats,  and 
emerging  threats.  This  strategy  is  part  of  an  integrated  national 
bio-defense  MCM  strategy  to  produce  vaccines  and  therapeutics 
against  such  high-risk  threats  as  Ebola  and  Marburg  hemorrhagic 
fever  viruses  and  pandemic  disease  outbreaks.  Given  the  need  to 
deploy  U.S.  forces  in  many  parts  of  the  world  with  endemic  dis¬ 
eases  and  potential  bio-threats,  and  the  need  to  ensure  our  military 
can  operate  successfully  in  a  chemically  or  biologically  contami¬ 
nated  environment,  the  Department  has  a  number  of  unique  MCM 
requirements  that  cannot  be  met  outside  of  the  Department’s  pro¬ 
grams. 
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The  committee  notes  that  this  strategy  is  a  coordinated  and  col¬ 
laborative  interagency  effort,  guided  by  updated  national  strategy 
and  guidance  documents,  and  involves  particularly  close  coopera¬ 
tion  between  DOD,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services, 
and  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA).  This  coordination 
permits  each  agency  to  perform  its  assigned  tasks  in  a  complemen¬ 
tary  fashion,  reduce  costs,  and  avoid  duplication  of  effort. 

One  key  aspect  of  this  DOD  strategy  is  the  development  of  an 
Advanced  Development  and  Manufacturing  (ADM)  capability,  for¬ 
merly  known  as  the  Medical  Countermeasures  Initiative,  which  is 
intended  to  provide  DOD  an  agile  and  flexible  facility  for  rapid  and 
affordable  development  and  production  of  MCMs  to  protect  military 
personnel,  particularly  prior  to  exposure  to  chemical  and  biological 
threats.  This  is  a  significant  change  from  the  traditional  MCM  de¬ 
velopment  process,  which  is  characterized  by  long  development 
schedules,  high  risks,  and  high  costs  for  single  drugs  for  each  vali¬ 
dated  threat. 

In  contrast  to  the  previous  “one-bug,  one-drug”  approach,  the  De¬ 
partment  is  emphasizing  the  rapid  development  and  FDA  approval 
of  broad-spectrum  vaccines  and  anti-viral  products  that  are  in¬ 
tended  to  protect  against  a  range  of  bio  threats.  The  committee 
commends  this  more  cost-effective  approach  and  encourages  the 
Department  to  continue  with  accelerated  efforts  to  develop  and 
seek  FDA  approval  of  broad-spectrum  medical  countermeasures,  in¬ 
cluding  anti-viral  products  that  would  provide  improved  capability 
against  such  threats  as  existing  filoviruses  that  pose  a  current 
threat  to  forward-deployed  U.S.  military  forces,  and  which  could  be 
weaponized  by  terrorist  groups. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Department  awarded  a  contract  for 
the  ADM  facility  in  late  2012  and  anticipates  achieving  full  oper¬ 
ational  capability  in  2015.  The  committee  expects  to  be  kept  in¬ 
formed  of  progress  with  the  ADM  effort,  including  its  results  in 
meeting  DOD  objectives  for  cost  reduction,  flexibility,  and  agility  in 
developing  and  producing  MCMs  against  known  and  evolving 
threats,  including  emerging  infectious  diseases. 

The  committee  notes  that  section  1601  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2004  (Public  Law  108-136)  di¬ 
rected  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  “carry  out  a  program  of  bio¬ 
medical  countermeasures,  including  but  not  limited  to  therapeutics 
and  vaccines,  for  the  protection  of  the  Armed  Forces.  .  .”.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  the  Department’s  enhanced  MCM  strategy,  particu¬ 
larly  its  development  of  an  ADM  capability  and  its  focus  on  cost 
reduction  and  affordability,  is  an  important  step  to  meet  this  re¬ 
quirement. 

Combat  casualty  care  research 

In  February  2013,  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 
issued  a  report  titled,  “Actions  Needed  to  Help  Ensure  Combat 
Casualty  Care  Research  Achieves  Goals.”  The  GAO  recommended 
that  “the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct  the  Under  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logistics  to  communicate  to 
DOD’s  nonmedical  research  organizations  the  importance  of  coordi¬ 
nation  with  the  JPC-6  chair  on  combat  casualty  care  issues,  and 
require  this  coordination  early  in  the  research  process  when  these 
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organizations  conduct  research  with  implications  for  combat  cas¬ 
ualty  care.”  Furthermore,  the  GAO  recommended  that  “the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Health  Affairs  develop  and  implement 
a  plan  to  assess  the  extent  to  which  combat  casualty  care  research 
and  development  fills  gaps  in  DOD’s  capability  to  provide  combat 
casualty  care  and  achieves  DOD’s  other  goals  for  this  portfolio  of 
research.” 

The  committee  notes  that  DOD  concurred  with  GAO’s  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  has  taken  positive  steps  to  address  them.  The 
committee  directs  the  Department  to  provide  a  comprehensive 
briefing  to  the  committee,  within  30  days  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  on  its  progress  in  implementing  GAO’s  recommendations  and 
any  additional  actions  it  plans  to  take  to  achieve  combat  casualty 
care  research  goals. 

Common  kill  vehicle  technology  program 

On  March  15,  2013,  Secretary  of  Defense  Chuck  Hagel  an¬ 
nounced  a  series  of  steps  planned  to  enhance  homeland  ballistic 
missile  defense,  to  stay  ahead  of  the  evolving  long-range  missile 
threat  from  North  Korea  and  Iran.  One  of  the  steps  announced  is 
the  creation  of  a  new  program  proposed  in  the  President’s  budget 
request  to  develop  advanced  and  common  kill  vehicle  technologies 
for  the  Ground-Based  Interceptor  (GBI)  and  future  variants  of  the 
Standard  Missile-3  (SM-3)  interceptor  for  the  Navy’s  Aegis  Bal¬ 
listic  Missile  Defense  program. 

The  objectives  of  the  program  are  to  develop  common  tech¬ 
nologies,  subsystems,  or  components  that  could  be  used  in  either 
kill  vehicle,  and  to  advance  the  state-of-the-art  kill  vehicle  capa¬ 
bility,  including  propulsion,  electronics,  navigation,  seeker  optics, 
discrimination,  and  communications.  Advances  in  these  kill  vehicle 
technologies  could  provide  significant  improvements  in  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  Ground-based  Midcourse  Defense  (GMD)  and  Aegis 
Ballistic  Missile  Defense  systems,  and  the  overall  Ballistic  Missile 
Defense  System,  which  are  high  priority  objectives  for  the  Missile 
Defense  Agency  (MDA)  and  the  combatant  commands  that  rely  on 
these  systems. 

Given  that  the  program  was  first  announced  in  mid-March,  the 
committee  understands  it  is  still  at  the  beginning  stage  of  program 
concept  development,  and  does  not  yet  have  a  well-defined  long¬ 
term  plan  in  place.  This  is  understandable  for  a  new  research  and 
development  program,  but  the  committee  expects  MDA  to  provide 
more  definition  and  clarity  on  the  long-term  plan  for  the  Common 
Kill  Vehicle  Technology  Development  program. 

Section  225  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  requires  the  Director  of  MDA  to 
develop  a  long-term  plan  to  modify  and  upgrade  the  current  GBI 
Exo-atmospheric  Kill  Vehicle,  and  the  competitive  development  of 
a  next-generation  kill  vehicle  for  the  GBI.  The  provision  also  re¬ 
quires  the  Director  to  report  to  Congress  on  the  plan  by  July  2013. 
The  committee  expects  that  the  new  Common  Kill  Vehicle  Tech¬ 
nology  Development  program  will  be  compatible  and  consistent 
with  the  intent  of  Section  225. 

One  key  element  of  any  future  kill  vehicle  program  will  be  ad¬ 
vanced  propulsion  for  the  Divert  and  Attitude  Control  System 
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(DACS)  that  steer  the  kill  vehicle  into  the  target  warhead,  includ¬ 
ing  solid-fueled  DACS  that  are  currently  used  on  all  SM-3 
variants.  The  committee  notes  that  MDA  plans  to  rely  on  the  in¬ 
dustrial  base  for  innovation  and  competition  for  this  Common  Kill 
Vehicle  Technology  Development  program.  However,  with  the  ter¬ 
mination  of  the  SM-3  IIB  program,  one  of  the  two  industry  con¬ 
tractors  with  solid  DACS  expertise  is  at  risk  of  ending  their  work 
and  their  ability  to  contribute  to  this  program. 

With  these  concerns  in  mind,  the  committee  directs  MDA  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees,  not  later 
than  March  1,  2014,  setting  forth  the  long-term  plan  and  objectives 
for  the  Common  Kill  Vehicle  Technology  Development  program,  in¬ 
cluding  an  explanation  of  how  it  intends  to  maintain  a  competitive 
industrial  base  to  implement  the  program. 

The  committee  supports  the  efforts  of  MDA  to  develop  technology 
for  a  next  generation  high  performance,  high  reliability,  and  highly 
producible  kill  vehicle,  which  MDA  says  could  be  ready  before  the 
end  of  the  decade.  A  next  generation  kill  vehicle  would  have  en¬ 
hanced  discrimination  capabilities  and  the  potential  for  volume  kill 
capability.  The  committee  encourages  the  MDA  to  move  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  expeditiously  as  possible  from  research  and  development 
into  product  development,  based  on  demonstrated  technical 
progress  and  consistent  with  sound  acquisition  practices,  and  to 
transfer  this  effort  from  the  Ballistic  Missile  Defense  Technology 
Development  program  element  into  a  new  program  element  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  development  of  a  next  generation  kill  vehicle  for  the 
Ground-Based  Interceptor  and  future  variants  of  the  Standard  Mis- 
sile-3  interceptor.  The  committee  expects  MDA  to  fully  incorporate 
the  lessons  learned  from  the  previously  terminated  Multiple  Kill 
Vehicle  program  to  avoid  the  problems  encountered  in  that  pro¬ 
gram. 

High  energy  laser  weapons 

The  committee  notes  that  in  the  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request, 
the  Department  requested  $364.0  million  for  high  energy  laser  re¬ 
search  and  development.  One  of  the  key  challenges  in  comparing 
the  performance  and  maturity  levels  of  the  various  laser  systems 
across  the  services,  the  Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agen¬ 
cy  (DARPA),  and  the  Missile  Defense  Agency,  is  the  lack  of  com¬ 
mon  performance  metrics  and  the  criteria  that  can  be  used  for 
down-selection,  further  development,  and  eventual  deployment.  To 
address  this  deficiency,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Re¬ 
search  and  Engineering  shall  develop  a  set  of  common  high  energy 
laser  metrics  that  characterize  the  operational  performance  of  a 
high  energy  laser  to  include  a  measurement  of  power  deposited  on 
a  given  area  over  a  given  amount  of  time  at  a  given  distance,  de¬ 
pendent  upon  atmospheric  conditions,  as  a  function  of  the  size, 
weight,  and  power  of  the  complete  laser  weapon  system,  including 
power  and  thermal  management  sub-systems,  the  laser  source,  the 
beam  control  and  optical  sub-systems,  and  the  command  and  con¬ 
trol  sub-systems.  These  metrics,  as  well  as  an  evaluation  according 
to  these  metrics  that  will  be  used  for  decisions  on  further  develop¬ 
ment  and  eventual  deployment  of  all  current  high  energy  laser  sys¬ 
tems  the  Department  is  currently  developing,  shall  be  reported  to 
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the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  180  days  after 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Furthermore,  the  committee  notes  that  the  Department  is  pur¬ 
suing  multiple  programs  with  solid  state  fiber  lasers  and  strongly 
urges  the  Department  to  develop  an  integrated  strategy  that  will 
lead  to  a  rational  down-selection  process  towards  those  systems 
that  are  most  effective  and  mature  in  order  to  accelerate  their  test¬ 
ing  in  relevant  operational  environments  and  ultimately  deploy¬ 
ment. 

Lastly,  the  committee  notes  that  the  majority  of  DOD’s  laser  di¬ 
rected  energy  programs  are  focused  on  the  development  and  dem¬ 
onstration  of  high-average-power  continuous  wave  lasers,  which 
have  the  goal  of  delivering  sufficient  thermal  energy  to  damage  or 
destroy  targets.  Insufficient  attention  is  being  given  to  ultra-short- 
pulse  very-high-peak-power  lasers  which  can  produce  unique  non- 
thermal  effects  on  materials,  components,  and  systems — effects 
which  cannot  be  produced  by  deposition  of  thermal  energy.  The 
committee  notes  that  other  countries  are  exploring  the  applications 
for  these  non-thermal  effects,  and  are  advancing  the  development 
of  ultra-short-pulse  high-peak  power  lasers  and  associated  tech¬ 
nologies.  The  committee  directs  the  Department,  in  particular 
DARPA,  to  begin  considering  these  systems  to  determine  what 
military  utility  they  can  provide. 

Future  Ground-Based  Interceptor  acquisition 

The  committee  notes  that  on  March  15,  2013,  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  Chuck  Hagel  announced  plans  to  deploy  14  additional  oper¬ 
ational  Ground-Based  Interceptors  (GBIs)  at  Fort  Greely  Alaska  by 
2017,  and  to  procure  14  GBIs  in  the  future  to  replace  the  deployed 
ones.  The  budget  request,  which  was  submitted  less  than  one 
month  after  Secretary  Hagel’s  announcement,  indicates  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  intends  to  procure  the  14  replacement  GBIs 
at  a  rate  of  2  per  year  for  seven  years,  with  funding  starting  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  2016  and  deliveries  continuing  until  at  least  2024. 

The  committee  observes  that  there  are  a  number  of  issues  facing 
the  Department  with  respect  to  future  acquisition  of  GBIs  stretch¬ 
ing  more  than  a  decade  into  the  future.  These  issues  include:  (1) 
the  need  to  correct  and  demonstrate  the  problems  experienced  with 
the  Capability  Enhancement-II  exo-atmospheric  kill  vehicle  (EKVj, 
and  to  have  alternative  options  available  in  case  the  correction  is 
not  successfully  demonstrated  in  an  intercept  flight  test  in  2014; 
(2)  planned  development  efforts  for  significant  EKV  upgrades  and 
new  capabilities  and  designs,  some  of  which  may  be  available  for 
deployment  before  2020;  (3)  planned  GBI  reliability  improvements 
and  upgrades,  some  of  which  may  be  available  for  deployment  be¬ 
fore  2020;  (4)  procurement  of  2  interceptors  per  year  does  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  the  most  cost-effective  acquisition  approach;  and  (5)  the 
possibility  of  producing  a  mix  of  3-stage  and  2-stage  GBIs  as  part 
of  the  14  additional  GBIs  to  be  procured.  The  committee  notes  that, 
given  current  plans,  the  GBI  production  line  will  remain  oper¬ 
ational  for  at  least  the  next  decade,  thus  enabling  the  option  of  pro¬ 
curing  additional  GBIs  in  the  future,  if  needed.  However,  it  is  not 
yet  clear  what  the  best  acquisition  options  are  for  procuring  the  14 
additional  GBIs. 
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Given  these  issues,  the  committee  directs  the  Director  of  the  Mis¬ 
sile  Defense  Agency  to  provide  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense 
committees  not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act,  describing  the  issues  and  options  under  consideration  for 
future  GBI  acquisition,  including  a  cost-benefit  assessment  of 
multi-year  procurement  authority.  The  report  should  include  any 
recommendations  for  congressional  action  to  support  future  GBI  ac¬ 
quisition. 

Hybrid  Airships 

Over  the  last  several  years,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 
has  pursued  a  number  of  airship  vehicles  to  span  a  range  of  mis¬ 
sions  from  long  duration  Intelligence,  Surveillance,  and  Reconnais¬ 
sance  (ISR)  to  heavy  lift.  Many  of  these  programs  have  been  termi¬ 
nated  or  concluded  due  to  either  budgetary  issues,  technical  chal¬ 
lenges,  changed  requirements,  or  declining  interest.  Nevertheless, 
in  testimony  before  the  committee,  General  William  M.  Fraser,  III, 
USAF,  the  Commander  of  U.S.  Transportation  Command  said,  “hy¬ 
brid  airships  represent  a  transformational  capability,  bridging  the 
longstanding  gap  between  high-speed,  lower-capacity  airlift,  and 
low-speed,  higher-capacity  sealift.  Across  the  range  of  military  op¬ 
erations,  this  capability  can  be  leveraged  from  strategic  to  tactical 
distances...  We  encourage  development  of  commercial  technologies 
that  may  lead  to  enhanced  mobility  capabilities  in  the  future.” 

One  class  of  airships — hybrid  airships — has  been  investigated 
under  DOD’s  Pelican  program  and  the  Army’s  Long  Endurance 
Multi-intelligence  Vehicle  (LEMV).  The  Pelican  airship  uses  a  sys¬ 
tem  to  control  its  buoyancy,  while  the  LEMV  is  a  standard  hybrid 
airship  with  fixed  buoyancy.  While  the  Pelican  program  recently 
demonstrated  a  limited  capability  of  the  underlying  technology  for 
controlled  variable  buoyancy,  there  are  still  significant  advances 
that  are  needed  to  be  made  in  order  to  develop  a  robust  flight  vehi¬ 
cle  that  would  have  a  cargo  capacity  with  any  military  utility.  The 
committee  understands  that  there  is  some  degree  of  interest  in  the 
commercial  sector  for  the  transportation  capabilities  of  a  heavy-lift 
hybrid  airship.  If  such  a  capability  were  developed  in  the  private 
sector,  there  is  the  potential  opportunity  for  DOD  to  leverage  this 
capability  for  its  needs.  The  committee  directs  U.S.  Transportation 
Command  and  the  Air  Force  Mobility  Command  to  monitor 
progress  in  this  area  and  report  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  no  later  than  180  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on 
the  status  of  developments  in  the  commercial  sector  regarding  hy¬ 
brid  airships  that  could  be  used  to  provide  the  capability  identified 
by  General  Fraser,  and  to  what  extent  the  DOD  could  benefit  from 
them. 

Implementation  of  Air  Force  Strategic  Weather  Moderniza¬ 
tion  Plan  Recommendations 

The  December  2012  U.S.  Air  Force  Report  to  Congress  titled, 
“Air  Force  Strategic  Weather  Modernization  Plan”  states,  “Air 
Force  Weather  Agency  products,  processes,  and  organizations  must 
continue  to  improve  while  using  technology  and  training  as 
enablers  to  assist  Airmen  to  achieve  increased  efficiency  and  effec¬ 
tiveness.  To  accomplish  this  goal,  Air  Force  Weather  must  remain 
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at  the  cutting  edge  of  science  and  technology.  At  the  same  time,  to 
successfully  operate  in  the  current  high-technology,  yet  fiscally  con¬ 
strained  environment,  it  is  imperative  to  partner  with  other  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  (DOD),  civil,  research  and  development,  and 
international  agencies  to  develop,  access,  and  transition  needed  ca¬ 
pabilities  to  operations.  Air  Force  Weather  will  focus  modernization 
efforts  on  those  capabilities  required  to  collect,  analyze,  predict,  tai¬ 
lor,  and  integrate  accurate,  timely,  and  relevant  weather  data  for 
the  warfighter.” 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  Air  Force  currently  lacks  a 
comprehensive  meteorological  and  weather  analysis  training  pro¬ 
gram  that  relies  on  the  most  up  to  date  technology.  Therefore,  the 
committee  recommends  that  the  Air  Force  brief  this  committee  on 
its  plan  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  its  weather  mod¬ 
ernization  report  to  include  an  incremental  improvement  strategy 
that  ultimately  creates  a  meteorological  and  weather  analysis 
training  program  for  the  Air  Force  in  coordination  and  cooperation 
with  other  DOD,  civil,  research  and  development,  and  international 
agencies. 

Importance  of  preserving  and  maintaining  mission  critical 
information  technology  services 

The  committee  supports  the  Air  Force’s  ongoing  efforts  to  acquire 
information  technology  (IT)  products  and  services  at  lower  costs 
and  increased  efficiencies.  These  efforts  include  standardizing  con¬ 
figurations,  maintaining  strict  adherence  to  Air  Force  and  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  technical  standards,  leveraging  $24.0  billion  in  IT 
buying  power,  and  maximizing  small  business  participation.  The 
committee  also  supports  additional  efforts  being  taken  by  the  Air 
Force  to  achieve  cost-savings  and  improved  efficiencies  by  insti¬ 
tuting  better  business  practices. 

However,  the  committee  is  concerned  about  a  potential  dis¬ 
connect  between  broader  IT  modernization  efforts  and  those  efforts 
focused  on  the  Air  Force’s  mission  critical,  high  consequence  net¬ 
works,  such  as  those  related  to  its  nuclear  and  space  missions. 
Hence,  the  committee  directs  the  Air  Force  to  take  all  steps  re¬ 
quired  to  preserve  and  sustain  the  high  consequence,  mission  crit¬ 
ical  IT  services  to  ensure  there  are  no  adverse  mission  impacts. 

Improved  turbine  engine  program 

The  committee  supports  research  and  development  for  the  Im¬ 
proved  Turbine  Engine  Program  that  would  increase  the  oper¬ 
ational  capability  and  fuel  efficiency  of  Army  helicopters.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  that  the  Army  has  achieved  a  Material  Develop¬ 
ment  Decision  and  that  under  the  current  acquisition  strategy  will 
fund  competitive  prototyping  through  Milestone-B. 

The  committee  encourages  the  Army  to  take  competitive  proto¬ 
typing  as  far  as  resources  will  permit  to  mitigate  technical  risk  and 
prove  out  performance.  For  example,  there  may  be  an  opportunity 
to  continue  competition  into  and  through  a  preliminary  flight  rat¬ 
ing  test  milestone,  or  through  a  flight  demonstration  of  each  com¬ 
peting  engine.  This  investment  in  continuing  competition  could 
help  control  costs,  reduce  programmatic  risk,  and  mitigate  mod¬ 
eling  and  simulation  shortfalls.  Selecting  the  appropriate  point  at 
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which  to  down  select  to  a  single  engine  contractor  is  a  crucial  step 
to  ensure  the  taxpayers  and  Department  of  Defense  get  the  best 
value  in  investment  and  performance. 

Independent  assessment  of  Army  Distributed  Common 
Ground  System  analyst  tool  integration 

The  budget  request  included  $27.6  in  PE  35208A  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Army’s  Distributed  Common  Ground  System  (DCGS). 
The  committee  directs  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  to  task  the 
National  Assessment  Group  (NAG)  to  conduct  the  following  activi¬ 
ties  with  respect  to  the  Army’s  DCGS: 

(1)  Identify  the  software  tools  and  capabilities  in  DCGS  that  pro¬ 
vide  the  human-machine  interface  for  manipulating  DCGS, 
querying  data  stores,  and  displaying  results. 

(2)  Characterize  the  Application  Programming  Interfaces  (APIs) 
and  other  technical  interface  specifications  used  by  DCGS  human- 
machine  interface  tools  and  capabilities. 

(3)  Determine  whether  DCGS  interfaces  are  adequate  to  support 
successful  integration  of  existing  DCGS  human-machine  interface 
tools  and  capabilities  or  similar  tools  that  perform  the  same  or 
similar  functions. 

(4)  Create  an  inventory  of  such  tools  and  capabilities  within 
DCGS  and  identify  which  of  them  are  licensed  products  developed 
by  a  private  corporation,  were  developed  with  government  funding, 
or  are  open  source  products,  and  at  what  cost. 

(5)  For  each  tool  and  capability,  determine  whether  it  was  inte¬ 
grated  into  DCGS  by  government  or  private  sector  funding,  by  gov¬ 
ernment  or  contractor  personnel,  and  where  data  is  available,  at 
what  cost. 

(6)  Select  a  representative  sample  of  advanced  commercially  li¬ 
censed  analyst  tools  that  perform  the  same  or  similar  functions  as 
tools  currently  used  in  DCGS. 

(7)  With  the  permission  of  the  owners  of  those  tools,  characterize 
the  technical  interface  specifications  that  would  have  to  be  satisfied 
for  the  tools  to  be  successfully  integrated  into  DCGS. 

(8)  Compare  the  interface  specifications  necessary  for  successful 
integration  of  commercial  tools  to  DCGS  existing  specification  and 
identify  any  obstacles  to  the  successful  integration  of  commercially 
licensed  analyst  tools. 

The  committee  directs  the  NAG,  in  characterizing  the  tool  inte¬ 
gration  interfaces  within  DCGS  and  commercial  products,  to  as¬ 
sume  that  the  tools  would  need  to  be  able  to  ingest  and  manipulate 
data  created  or  acquired  locally  as  well  as  data  already  resident  in 
the  DCGS  system.  The  NAG  shall  evaluate  the  DCGS  Release  1, 
2,  and  3  versions. 

The  committee  directs  the  NAG  to  provide  the  results  of  this 
analysis  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logistics  (USD(AT&L)) 
within  180  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  the  USD(AT&L) 
to  forward  the  NAG  assessment,  together  with  any  comments  and 
recommendations,  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  and  the 
congressional  intelligence  committees  within  210  days  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act.  The  committee  directs  that  not  more  than  65  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  Army  DCGS  de- 
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velopment  in  fiscal  year  2014  may  be  obligated  or  expended  prior 
to  delivery  of  the  required  report. 

Joint  Land-Attack  Cruise  Missile  Elevated  Netted  Sensor 
(JLENS)  system 

The  Joint  Land-Attack  Cruise  Missile  Elevated  Netted  Sensor 
(JLENS)  system  is  a  paired  aerostat  system  intended  to  provide 
persistent  elevated  sensor  data  needed  to  detect,  track,  and  defeat 
airborne  threats,  including  cruise  missiles,  manned  and  unmanned 
aircraft,  and  surface  moving  targets,  including  swarming  boats. 
Based  on  a  recently  restructured  engineering  and  manufacturing 
development  (EMD)  program,  JLENS  is  nearing  the  completion  of 
the  EMD  phase  of  the  acquisition  cycle,  and  is  planned  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  its  potential  capability  and  assess  future  options.  As  a 
joint  system  managed  by  the  Army,  it  has  demonstrated  interoper¬ 
ability  with  a  number  of  Army  and  Navy  weapon  systems.  The 
Army  plans  to  conduct  an  operational  exercise  with  JLENS  at  Ab¬ 
erdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  to  demonstrate  its  capabilities 
in  support  of  the  North  American  Aerospace  Defense  Command 
and  U.S.  Northern  Command  for  their  National  Capital  Region 
homeland  defense  mission,  starting  in  October  2014. 

The  committee  supports  the  planned  JLENS  demonstration  in 
this  operational  exercise  and  believes  it  will  provide  critical  infor¬ 
mation  for  the  Department  of  Defense  to  assess  the  ability  of 
JLENS  to  support  other  combatant  commander  sensor  require¬ 
ments  in  the  future.  The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  to  provide  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees, 
not  later  than  90  days  after  the  initiation  of  the  JLENS  demonstra¬ 
tion,  identifying  the  data  and  analyses  that  it  plans  to  use  from  the 
demonstration  to  guide  future  acquisition  decisions  for  JLENS.  The 
report  shall  also  include  a  discussion  of  how  the  Department  in¬ 
tends  to  support  validated  requirements  of  combatant  commanders 
for  persistent  elevated  surveillance  of  cruise  missile  and  surface 
moving  threats. 

Metrics  for  evaluating  Commercial  Solutions  for  Classified 

The  budget  request  included  $181.6  million  in  PE  33140G  for  the 
Information  Systems  Security  Program  at  the  National  Security 
Agency  (NSA).  NSA’s  Commercial  Solutions  for  Classified  (CSfC) 
program  aims  to  shift  the  protection  of  classified  information  from 
reliance  on  government-engineered  solutions  toward  publicly  avail¬ 
able  commercial  technologies.  The  program’s  technical  approach  is 
to  layer  commercial  devices  into  a  system  for  the  protection  of  clas¬ 
sified  information,  relying  on  the  redundancy  and  mutual  support 
of  multiple  commercial  products  to  mitigate  the  risk  of  security 
flaws  in  any  one  layer.  The  committee  strongly  supports  NSA’s  ini¬ 
tiative  to  provide  rapid  and  affordable  security  solutions  for  com¬ 
mercial  products  to  enable  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  to  ex¬ 
ploit  advanced  commercial  technology. 

However,  the  committee  is  concerned  that  the  program’s  metrics 
of  success  focus  on  breadth  and  speed  of  deployment  and  user  ac¬ 
ceptance,  not  actual  measurements  of  the  level  of  security  achieved. 
Commercial  technologies  potentially  offer  lower  cost  and  advanced 
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capability,  but  NSA  must  ensure  that  it  detects  any  degradation  in 
security  should  it  arise  due  to  the  use  of  CSfC  architectures. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  that  NSA  develop  a  plan  to  col¬ 
lect  data  on  deployments  of  CSfC  solutions  and  products  and  com¬ 
pare  their  security  performance  to  systems  engineered  by  tradi¬ 
tional  methods.  In  building  the  plan,  NSA  should  consider  options 
from  the  full  range  of  potential  sources  of  data  on  security,  such 
as  security  analyses,  testing,  blue-  and  red-team  events,  cyber  exer¬ 
cises,  and  field  performance,  such  as  intrusion  rates,  speed  with 
which  intrusions  are  detected,  and  effort  required  for  remediation. 
The  committee  further  directs  that  the  DOD  Chief  Information  Of¬ 
ficer  review  and  approve  the  plan  and  transmit  the  plan  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  and  the  congressional  intelligence 
committees  within  120  days  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

The  committee  also  directs  the  program  manager  for  the  CSfC 
program  to  examine  the  problem  of  detecting  and  remediating 
vulnerabilities  in  the  software  that  controls  the  power  conditioning 
for  mobile  devices  that  could  allow  attackers  to  rapidly  deplete  lim¬ 
ited  power  sources.  In  today’s  mobile  communications  world,  power 
sources  are  the  key  limiting  factor  for  mission  success  and  optimi¬ 
zation  of  battery  performance  and  longevity  are  largely  software 
controlled. 

Military  Scientists  and  Engineers 

The  committee  has  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  (DOD)  science,  technology,  engineering,  and  mathematics 
(STEM)  education  and  outreach  programs.  The  DOD  needs  to  be 
able  to  attract  and  retain  the  best  and  brightest  scientists  and  en¬ 
gineers  for  both  its  civilian  and  military  personnel.  The  committee 
acknowledges  that  there  has  been  greater  emphasis  on  the  civilian 
STEM  sector  and  that  the  number  of  military  STEM  officers  has 
experienced  a  steeper  decline  than  the  total  number  of  officers  over 
the  last  two-plus  decades.  The  broader  question  that  needs  to  be 
addressed  is  how  well  DOD  is  managing  its  uniformed  STEM  work¬ 
force  to  ensure  that  it  will  keep  pace  with  its  own  evolving  needs 
and  high  technology  developments  around  the  world. 

Hence,  to  better  understand  the  current  situation  with  DOD  uni¬ 
formed  STEM  personnel,  the  committee  directs  the  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  in  coordination  with 
the  services,  to  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no 
later  than  180  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

(1)  the  current  and  future  requirements  for  uniformed  STEM 
personnel,  including  requirements  for  types  of  degrees  and  sci¬ 
entific  and  technical  fields; 

(2)  how  uniformed  STEM  personnel  are  used  and  integrated 
into  the  total  force  (by  service),  including  how  the  balance  be¬ 
tween  officer  leadership  and  technical  competence  is  addressed; 

(3)  what  differences,  if  any,  exist  between  the  data  DOD  col¬ 
lects  on  its  civilian  workforce  and  uniformed  personnel  in 
STEM  fields  to  include: 

(a)  the  educational  degree  discipline; 

(b)  the  granting  school  of  all  baccalaureate,  graduate, 
and  professional  degrees;  and 
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(c)  the  non-military  occupation  of  Reserve  component 
members;  and 

(4)  how  the  Defense  Manpower  Data  Center  is  used  for  man¬ 
aging  both  civilian  and  military  STEM  personnel. 

Scientific  and  technical  conferences 

As  a  result  of  some  unfortunate  recent  events  in  other  govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  released 
Memorandum  M-12-12  last  year  that  provided  guidance  to  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  on  government  travel  and  conference  attend¬ 
ance.  The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  issued  further  imple¬ 
menting  guidance  later  in  the  year  that  established  a  tiered  ap¬ 
proval  structure  for  conference  oversight  responsibilities.  The  com¬ 
mittee  understands  that  the  implementing  guidance  has  led  to  the 
oversight  and  approval  of  science  and  technology  (S&T)-funded 
travel  and  conference  sponsoring  and  attendance  by  very  senior 
service  and  department  levels  that  requires  additional  time  and  re¬ 
sources. 

An  unintended  consequence  of  this  guidance  has  been  a  signifi¬ 
cant  reduction  in  the  DOD’s  participation  in  S&T-funded  travel  to 
major  scientific  facilities  or  experimental  sites  for  research  projects, 
grantee  and  contractor  site  visits,  program  reviews  and  technical 
evaluations,  science  board  and  advisory  group  meetings,  inter¬ 
national  S&T  engagements,  standards-setting  committees,  sci¬ 
entific  society-sponsored  conferences,  and  events  and  competitions 
authorized  under  section  2192  of  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 
educational  outreach  initiatives.  Reductions  in  travel  and  con¬ 
ferences  pose  a  special  threat  to  science  and  engineering  activities 
because  of  the  collaborative  nature  of  the  work  and  the  importance 
of  extensive  interchange  among  researchers  to  remain  cognizant  of 
and  extend  the  current  state  of  knowledge.  The  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  decreased  participation  may  be  jeopardizing  the  ability 
of  DOD  S&T  to  successfully  complete  their  S&T  missions. 

In  order  to  quantify  the  impact  that  these  policies  are  having  on 
the  DOD  S&T  enterprise,  the  committee  directs  the  Government 
Accountability  Office  to  undertake  a  study  of  the  impact  of  the 
above  mentioned  policies  on  the  DOD  S&T  enterprise,  including 
the  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration,  and  report  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  its  findings  no  later  than  6 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  Furthermore,  in 
order  to  streamline  approval  timelines  and  reduce  attendant 
delays,  the  committee  directs  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  Man¬ 
agement  Officer  and  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisi¬ 
tion,  Technology,  and  Logistics  to  establish  procedures  to  allow  the 
services  and  agency  heads  to  exercise  more  local  control  and  deci¬ 
sion  making  authority  over  travel  and  conference  oversight  and  ap¬ 
proval,  consistent  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  and  the 
need  to  ensure  the  appropriate  use  of  taxpayer  funds. 

Tactical  power  grids 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  U.S.  Army  Research,  Develop¬ 
ment,  and  Engineering  Command  and  the  Office  of  Naval  Research 
are  each  pursuing  the  development  of  tactical  power  grids  and  ad¬ 
vanced  mobile  electric  power  distribution  systems  to  assist  the 
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Army  and  Marine  Corps  respectively,  to  meet  the  need  for  the  effi¬ 
cient  distribution  of  mobile  electric  power  in  a  stable  tactical  grid 
environment.  While  the  committee  encourages  these  efforts  to  im¬ 
prove  safety,  reliability,  reduce  fuel  consumption,  and  maximize  en¬ 
ergy  efficiency,  the  committee  urges  the  services  to  closely  coordi¬ 
nate  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and  to  continue  these  efforts 
to  determine  whether  these  objectives  can  be  met. 

Trusted  microelectronics 

The  committee  recognizes  the  vital  importance  of  supply  chain 
risk  management  for  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  systems,  espe¬ 
cially  for  microelectronics  components  and  software,  in  order  to 
maintain  mission  assurance  of  its  weapons  systems.  A  key  compo¬ 
nent  of  microelectronics  manufacturing  for  critical  DOD  systems  is 
the  Trusted  Foundry  program  as  well  as  the  Defense  Microelec¬ 
tronics  Activity  (DMEA).  Given  the  rapid  pace  of  microelectronics 
obsolescence,  the  committee  supports  the  continued  improvement  of 
DMEA’s  capabilities  as  a  foundry  of  last  resort  when  commercial 
entities  in  the  Trusted  Foundry  program  are  not  able  to  manufac¬ 
ture  a  given  component. 

In  addition  to  supporting  the  Trusted  Foundry  program  and 
DMEA,  the  committee  urges  DOD  to  ensure  that  an  enterprise¬ 
wide  approach  to  microelectronics  trust  is  taken,  to  include  the  se¬ 
curity  of  photomask  design  and  inspection  tools  given  their  criti¬ 
cality  in  the  integrated  circuit  manufacturing  process.  The  com¬ 
mittee  urges  DOD  to  continue  to  work  with  the  private  sector  in 
ongoing  partnership  programs  to  reduce  supply  chain 
vulnerabilities  and  to  ensure  that  technologies  and  products  devel¬ 
oped  are  transitioned  to  the  manufacturing  processes  used  for  DOD 
microelectronics  components. 


TITLE  III— OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Subtitle  A — Authorization  of  Appropriations 
Operation  and  maintenance  funding  (sec.  301) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  operation  and  maintenance  activities  at  the  levels 
identified  in  section  4301  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  B — Logistics  and  Sustainment 

Sustainment  of  critical  manufacturing  capabilities  within 
Army  arsenals  (sec.  311) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  military  services  and 
defense  agencies,  to  review  current  and  expected  manufacturing  re¬ 
quirements  for  which  there  is  no  or  limited  domestic  commercial 
source  and  which  are  appropriate  for  manufacturing  within  an  ar¬ 
senal  owned  by  the  United  States  in  order  to  support  critical  man¬ 
ufacturing  capabilities. 

Strategic  policy  for  prepositioned  materiel  and  equipment 
(sec.  312) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  an  overarching  strategy,  along  with 
an  implementation  plan,  to  integrate  and  synchronize  at  a  Depart¬ 
ment-wide  level,  the  services’  prepositioning  program.  The  strategy 
and  implementation  plan  would  ensure  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense’s  (DOD)  prepositioning  programs,  both  ground  and  afloat, 
align  with  national  defense  strategies,  new  DOD  priorities,  and  em¬ 
phasize  joint  oversight  to  maximize  effectiveness  and  efficiencies  in 
prepositioned  materiel  and  equipment  across  the  DOD. 

The  committee  continues  to  believe  in  the  strategic  importance  of 
the  effective  prepositioning  of  material  and  equipment  in  locations 
around  the  world,  both  ground  and  afloat,  to  facilitate  and  speed 
our  response  to  crises  or  contingencies.  Fiscal  challenges  require 
the  DOD  to  carefully  balance  the  investment  in  prepositioned  ma¬ 
teriel  and  equipment  to  achieve  both  national  military  objectives 
and  other  DOD  priorities. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  DOD  is  committed  to  recon¬ 
stituting  prepositioned  materiel  and  equipment  but  must  balance 
these  efforts  with  the  Department’s  other  priorities,  such  as  re¬ 
structuring  capabilities  within  its  prepositioned  materiel  and 
equipment  and  changes  in  its  overseas  military  presence. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  DOD  has  not  implemented 
an  overarching  strategy  and  joint  service  oversight  framework  for 
its  prepositioning  programs.  As  the  DOD  and  the  nation  face  fiscal 
constraints  in  the  coming  years,  overarching  strategic  guidance 
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that  emphasizes  joint  oversight  of  the  DOD’s  prepositioning  pro¬ 
gram  is  essential  to  reduce  any  unnecessary  overlap,  duplication, 
and  inefficiencies  among  the  services  and  to  maximize  cost  savings 
while  minimizing  risks. 

As  far  back  as  2005,  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 
has  reported  that  each  of  the  services  and  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  were  planning  the  future  of  their  prepositioning  programs 
without  the  benefit  of  an  integrated  DOD-wide  plan  or  joint  doc¬ 
trine  to  coordinate  their  efforts.  The  GAO  has  made  several  rec¬ 
ommendations  over  the  years  for  the  DOD  to  develop  overarching 
strategic  guidance  and  improve  the  joint  service  oversight  of  its 
prepositioning  programs.  While  the  DOD  has  agreed  with  the  need 
to  develop  department-wide  strategic  guidance,  efforts  to  do  so 
have  not  materialized. 

Moreover,  the  committee  is  concerned  that  the  DOD  may  be  mov¬ 
ing  away  from  such  efforts.  For  example,  the  DOD  had  previously 
stated  that  its  Comprehensive  Materiel  Response  Plan  would  pro¬ 
vide  the  strategic  guidance  and  that  the  Department  would  pursue 
opportunities  for  joint  oversight  as  the  GAO  recommended.  How¬ 
ever,  when  the  plan  was  approved  in  January  2013,  it  specifically 
excluded  prepositioning.  The  committee  believes  that  an  increased 
emphasis  on  joint  program  management  and  oversight  of 
prepositioned  materiel  and  equipment  would  unify  the  DOD’s 
prepositioning  efforts  in  support  of  defense  priorities,  reduce  unnec¬ 
essary  duplication,  and  achieve  cost  savings  and  efficiencies. 

Extension  and  modification  of  authority  for  airlift  transpor¬ 
tation  at  Department  of  Defense  rates  for  non-Depart- 
ment  of  Defense  Federal  cargoes  (sec.  313) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  2642(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  extend  the  authority 
to  provide  to  other  Federal  agencies  airlift  transportation  at  the 
same  rate  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  charges  its  own  units 
for  similar  transportation  and  to  expand  the  authority  to  include 
all  means  of  transportation,  not  just  airlift.  The  Department  cur¬ 
rently  uses  this  authority  to:  (1)  provide  transportation  support  to 
other  departments  and  agencies  to  increase  peacetime  business; 
and  (2)  promote  the  improved  use  of  airlift  by  filling  excess  capac¬ 
ity  with  paying  cargo. 

The  proposal  also  would  expand  the  authority  to  allow  the  use 
of  extra  capacity  on  strategic  transportation  assets  of  the  military, 
to  include  aircraft  and  vessels,  for  transportation  provided  in  sup¬ 
port  of  foreign  military  sales.  During  peacetime  operations,  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  aircraft  and  vessels  to  meet  training  and  readiness  require¬ 
ments  is  typically  greater  than  actual  cargo  transportation  require¬ 
ments.  Therefore,  DOD  can  transport  extra  cargo  at  little  or  no  in¬ 
crease  in  operating  costs,  making  utilization  of  excess  capacity  by 
other  federal  agencies  prudent.  Additionally,  use  of  such  capacity 
for  the  shipment  of  items  for  other  departments  or  agencies  com¬ 
plements  the  training  needs  of  DOD. 

The  provision  would  also  extend  the  sunset  date  for  this  author¬ 
ity  from  October  28,  2014,  until  September  30,  2019. 
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Subtitle  C — Readiness 

Modification  of  authorities  on  prioritization  of  funds  for 
equipment  readiness  and  strategic  capability  (sec.  321) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  cancel  the  re¬ 
quirement  for  an  annual  report  on  the  Army’s  transition  to  mod¬ 
ular  force  structure.  The  provision  would  also  cancel  the  review  of 
the  Army’s  modularity  report  by  the  Government  Accountability 
Office. 

Strategic  policy  for  the  retrograde,  reconstitution,  and  re¬ 
placement  of  operating  forces  used  to  support  overseas 
contingency  operations  (sec.  322) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  a  policy  setting  forth  the  pro¬ 
grams  and  priorities  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  for  the 
retrograde,  reconstitution,  and  replacement  of  units  and  materiel 
used  to  support  overseas  contingency  operations.  The  provision 
would  direct  that  the  policy  shall  take  into  account  national  secu¬ 
rity  threats,  the  requirements  of  the  combatant  commands,  the  cur¬ 
rent  readiness  of  the  operating  forces  of  the  military  departments, 
and  risk  associated  with  the  strategic  depth  and  the  time  necessary 
to  reestablish  required  personnel,  equipment,  and  training  readi¬ 
ness  in  such  operating  forces. 

The  provision  would  further  direct  that  the  required  DOD  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  the  annual  updates  to  the  initial  plan  for  the 
following  three  years,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  no  later  than  120  days  after  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act. 

The  provision  would  also  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  re¬ 
view  the  DOD  implementation  plan  and  policy  and  report  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  60  days  after  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  report  or  updates  from  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Lastly,  the  provision  would  encourage  DOD  to  submit  a  classified 
annex  to  accompany  the  implementation  plan  and  policy,  where  ap¬ 
propriate. 


Subtitle  D — Reports 

Strategy  for  improving  asset  visibility  and  in-transit  visi¬ 
bility  (sec.  331) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  complete  a  comprehensive  strategy  and  im¬ 
plementation  plan  for  improving  asset  visibility  tracking  and  in¬ 
transit  visibility  across  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Changes  to  quarterly  reports  on  personnel  and  unit  readi¬ 
ness  (sec.  332) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  482  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  update  and  streamline 
the  quarterly  readiness  report  to  Congress.  The  committee  notes 
that  in  striking  the  term  “borrowed  personnel”  the  committee  is  re¬ 
ferring  to  personnel  assigned  to  a  unit  that  may  not  have  the  rank, 
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school  completed,  or  specialized  training  to  be  able  to  carry  out  the 
responsibilities  for  the  assigned  position. 

Revision  to  requirement  for  annual  submission  of  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  information  technology  capital  assets 
(sec.  333) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  align  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  high-threshold  Information  Technology  Capital 
Asset  reporting  with  the  Department’s  Major  Automated  Informa¬ 
tion  Systems  reporting  and  its  Exhibit  300  reporting  to  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget. 

Modification  of  annual  corrosion  control  and  prevention  re¬ 
porting  requirements  (sec.  334) 

The  committee  notes  that  the  military  departments’  corrosion 
control  and  prevention  executives  coordinate  with  the  Department 
of  Defense’s  (DOD)  Corrosion  Policy  and  Oversight  Office  on  their 
respective  strategic  plans.  The  Government  Accountability  Office 
(GAO)  has  found  that  linking  the  military  departments’  strategic 
goals  to  those  of  the  DOD  should  improve  corrosion  control  and 
prevention  efforts.  However,  the  committee  notes  that  the  GAO 
also  found  that  the  military  departments  varied  in  the  extent  that 
their  strategic  plans  show  clear  linkage  to  the  10  goals  and  objec¬ 
tives  included  in  the  DOD  corrosion  prevention  and  mitigation 
strategic  plan.  The  committee  notes  the  Army’s  strategic  plan 
showed  clear  linkage  to  all  10  of  the  goals  and  objectives.  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  committee  notes  that  the  GAO  found  no  inconsistencies 
with  DOD  Instruction  5000.67,  which  establishes  policy,  assigns  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  and  provides  guidance  for  managing  programs  to 
prevent  or  mitigate  corrosion. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
modify  section  903(b)(5)  of  the  Duncan  Hunter  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2009  (P.L.  110-417;  10  U.S.C. 
2228  note)  to  update  the  military  departments’  strategic  plans  with 
performance  measures  and  show  clear  linkage  to  the  DOD’s  over¬ 
arching  goals  and  objectives  as  described  in  the  DOD’s  strategic 
plan  for  corrosion  control  and  prevention. 

Subtitle  E — Limitations  and  Extension  of  Authority 

Limitation  on  funding  for  United  States  Special  Operations 
Command  National  Capital  Region  (sec.  341) 

The  Commander  of  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command 
(USSOCOM)  testified  before  the  committee  that  “USSOCOM  is 
placing  greater  emphasis  on  its  presence  in  the  National  Capital 
Region  (NCR)  to  better  support  coordination  and  decision  making 
with  interagency  partners.  Thus,  USSOCOM  began  to  consolidate 
its  presence  in  the  NCR  in  early  2012.  This  is  not  a  duplication  of 
effort.  We  are  focused  instead  on  consolidating  USSOCOM  ele¬ 
ments  in  the  Washington,  DC  region  under  the  leadership  of  the 
USSOCOM  Vice-Commander — who  resides  in  Washington.”  To  sup¬ 
port  this  effort,  the  budget  request  includes  $10.0  million  in  Oper¬ 
ation  and  Maintenance,  Defense-wide,  to  support  the  USSOCOM- 
NCR. 
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The  committee  supports  efforts  by  USSOCOM  to  better  coordi¬ 
nate  its  activities  with  interagency  and  multinational  partners, 
most  of  whom  are  physically  located  in  the  NCR.  However,  the 
committee  believes  that  current  fiscal  constraints  dictate  that  the 
goals  of  the  USSOCOM-NCR  be  achieved  in  a  resource  and  man¬ 
power  neutral  manner.  While  this  is  the  first  year  USSOCOM  has 
requested  funding  for  the  USSOCOM-NCR  in  its  budget  request, 
USSOCOM-NCR  activities  have  been  underway  for  more  than  a 
year  resulting  in  significant  expenditures  for  leased  facilities  and 
contract  support.  To  date,  the  committee  has  not  received  sufficient 
detail  on  the  implementation  plan  for  the  USSOCOM-NCR  and  its 
associated  costs,  particularly  in  future  years. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
prohibit  the  expenditure  of  any  funds  for  the  USSOCOM-NCR 
until  30  days  after  the  Secretary  of  Defense  provides  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  a  report  which  describes,  at  a  minimum: 
(1)  the  purpose  of  the  USSOCOM-NCR;  (2)  the  activities  to  be  per¬ 
formed  by  the  USSOCOM — NCR;  (3)  an  explanation  of  the  impact 
of  the  USSOCOM-NCR  on  existing  activities  at  USSOCOM  head¬ 
quarters;  (4)  a  detailed  breakout,  by  fiscal  year,  of  the  staffing  and 
other  costs  associated  with  the  USSOCOM-NCR  over  the  future 
years  defense  program;  (5)  a  description  of  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  USSOCOM-NCR  and  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  for  Special  Operations  and  Low-Intensity  Conflict 
(ASD  SOLIC);  (6)  the  role  of  the  ASD  SOLIC  in  providing  oversight 
of  USSOCOM-NCR  activities;  and  (7)  any  other  matters  the  Sec¬ 
retary  deems  appropriate. 

Elsewhere  in  this  title,  the  committee  recommends  a  budget  item 
related  to  the  use  of  contractors  to  support  the  USSOCOM-NCR. 

Limitation  on  funding  for  Regional  Special  Operations  Co¬ 
ordination  Centers  (sec.  342) 

The  budget  request  included  $14.7  million  for  the  establishment 
of  Regional  Special  Operations  Coordination  Centers  (RSCC)  in  Op¬ 
eration  and  Maintenance,  Defense-wide.  The  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  a  provision  that  would  prohibit  the  expenditure  of  any 
funds  for  the  RSCCs  in  fiscal  year  2014  and  direct  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Special  Operations  and  Low-Intensity  Con¬ 
flict,  in  coordination  with  the  Commander  of  U.S.  Special  Oper¬ 
ations  Command,  not  later  than  September  30,  2013,  to  submit  a 
report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  outlining,  at  a  min¬ 
imum:  (1)  the  requirement  and  justification  for  the  establishment 
of  RSCCs;  (2)  the  number  and  locations  of  planned  RSCCs;  (3)  the 
projected  cost  to  establish  and  maintain  the  proposed  RSCCs  in  fu¬ 
ture  years;  (4)  the  relevance  to  and  coordination  with  other  multi¬ 
lateral  engagement  activities  and  academic  institutes  supported  by 
the  geographic  combatant  commanders  and  State  Department;  and 
(5)  any  legislative  authorities  that  may  be  needed  to  establish 
RSCCs. 

Elsewhere  in  this  title,  the  committee  recommends  no  funding  for 
the  RSCCs  in  fiscal  year  2014. 
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Limitation  on  availability  of  funds  for  Trans  Regional  Web 
Initiative  (TRWI)  (sec.  343) 

The  budget  request  included  $19.7  million  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Defense-wide  (OMDW),  for  the  Trans  Regional  Web 
Initiative  (TRWI),  a  contractor  operated  and  U.S.  Special  Oper¬ 
ations  Command  (USSOCOM)  funded  strategic  level  military  infor¬ 
mation  support  operations  program.  Under  the  TRWI,  USSOCOM 
establishes  and  maintains  news  and  information  websites  in  sup¬ 
port  of  certain  geographic  combatant  command’s  (GCC)  countering 
violent  extremism  objectives. 

The  committee  supports  the  efforts  of  USSOCOM  and  the  GCCs 
to  conduct  phase  zero  operations  to  counter  violent  extremism,  but 
believes  that  the  costs  to  operate  the  websites  developed  under  the 
TRWI  are  excessive.  The  effectiveness  of  the  websites  is  question¬ 
able  and  the  performance  metrics  do  not  justify  the  expense.  The 
committee  believes  USSOCOM  resources  are  better  used  to  support 
tactical  and  operational  military  information  support  activities.  The 
committee  acknowledges  the  utility  of  strategic  level  information 
operations  activities,  but  believes  they  would  be  more  appropriately 
funded  and  managed  by  the  State  Department  and  other  relevant 
U.S.  Government  agencies,  with  support  from  USSOCOM,  as  nec¬ 
essary. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
prohibit  the  Secretary  of  Defense  from  expending  any  funds  in 
OMDW  to  continue  the  TRWI  and  the  associated  websites. 

Subtitle  F — Other  Matters 

Revised  policy  on  ground  combat  and  camouflage  utility 
uniforms  (sec.  351) 

Section  352  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2010  (P.L.  111-84)  required  the  Government  Accountability 
Office  (GAO)  to  review  the  performance,  interoperability,  costs,  lo¬ 
gistics,  and  patents  involved  in  the  services’  combat  camouflage 
and  utility  uniforms.  In  April  2010,  the  GAO  reported  that  since 
2002,  the  services  continued  to  develop  unique  combat  and  utility 
uniforms.  The  committee  notes  that  prior  to  2002,  the  services  wore 
the  same  pattern  and  family  of  combat  camouflage  and  utility  uni¬ 
forms.  The  GAO  found  no  performance  standards  for  specific  com¬ 
bat  environments,  no  criteria  for  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of 
camouflage  patterns,  and  no  requirements  for  the  services  to  test 
interoperability  between  their  uniforms  and  other  tactical  gear,  de¬ 
spite  the  DOD  establishing  a  Joint  Clothing  and  Textiles  Govern¬ 
ance  Board  in  2008. 

The  committee  remains  concerned  that  until  this  year,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Navy  chose  to  equip  its  sailors  and  marines  with 
different  types  of  combat  uniforms,  providing  significantly  different 
levels  of  protection  in  combat  environments. 

The  GAO  recently  identified  that  the  DOD’s  fragmented  ap¬ 
proach  to  developing  and  acquiring  combat  uniforms  could  be  more 
efficient,  better  protect  service  members,  and  result  in  up  to  $82.0 
million  in  development  and  acquisition  cost  savings  through  in¬ 
creased  collaboration  among  the  military  services. 
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The  committee  continues  to  strongly  urge  the  secretaries  of  the 
military  departments  to  explore  additional  methods  for  sharing 
uniform  technology  across  the  services  as  they  develop  their  combat 
and  utility  uniforms.  The  committee  continues  to  believe  that  com¬ 
bat  and  utility  uniforms  should  incorporate  the  most  advanced  lev¬ 
els  of  protection  and  should  be  available  to  all  men  and  women  in 
uniform,  regardless  of  the  military  service  in  which  they  serve. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
direct  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  reduce  the  separate  development 
and  fielding  of  service-specific  combat  and  camouflage  utility  uni¬ 
forms  in  order  to  collectively  adopt  and  field  the  same  combat  and 
camouflage  utility  uniforms  for  use  by  all  members  of  the  armed 
forces.  The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  provision  would 
also  restrict  any  military  service  from  preventing  another  military 
service  from  authorizing  the  use  of  any  combat  or  camouflage  util¬ 
ity  uniform.  Additionally,  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
each  military  service  would  be  prohibited  from  adopting  new  de¬ 
signs  for  combat  and  camouflage  utility  uniforms,  including  uni¬ 
forms  reflecting  changes  to  the  fabric  and  camouflage  patterns  used 
in  current  combat  and  camouflage  utility  uniforms,  unless  the  serv¬ 
ices  adopt  a  uniform  currently  in  use,  all  services  adopt  the  same 
combat  or  camouflage  utility  uniform,  or  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  unique  circumstances  or  requirements  justify  an 
exception  to  the  policy. 

Authorization  to  institute  a  centralized,  automated  mail  re¬ 
direction  system  to  improve  the  delivery  of  absentee 
ballots  to  military  personnel  serving  outside  the  United 
States  (sec.  352) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  allow  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  transfer  up  to  $4.5  million  from  defense-wide 
operation  and  maintenance  to  the  Postal  Service  Fund  for  purposes 
of  implementing  the  modernization  of  the  United  States  Postal 
Service’s  mail  delivery  system  to  improve  the  delivery  of  absentee 
ballots  to  military  personnel  serving  outside  the  United  States. 

Budget  Items 

Army  readiness  funding  increases 

The  budget  request  included  $35.0  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Army  (OMA),  of  which  $888.1  million  was  for  maneu¬ 
ver  units,  $1.2  billion  was  for  aviation  assets,  $3.5  billion  was  for 
force  readiness  operations  support,  and  $1.4  billion  was  for  land 
forces  depot  maintenance.  The  budget  request  also  included  $7.0 
billion  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard 
(OMARNG),  of  which  $712.1  million  was  for  facilities  sustainment, 
restoration,  and  modernization  (FSRM).  The  budget  request  also 
included  $3.0  billion  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army  Reserve 
(OMAR),  of  which  $294.1  million  was  for  FSRM. 

The  Army  has  identified  specific  amounts  in  these  readiness  ac¬ 
counts  that  could  help  offset  cuts  as  a  result  of  sequestration.  The 
committee  notes  that  these  recommended  increases  will  improve 
the  Army’s  fiscal  year  2014  flying  hour  program  and  ground  oper¬ 
ations  tempo  requirements  and  enable  units  to  conduct  additional 
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training  to  restore  readiness  lost  in  fiscal  year  2013.  The  committee 
also  notes  that  the  recommended  increase  in  land  forces  depot 
maintenance  will  allow  additional  maintenance  to  occur  on  aviation 
assets,  ground  vehicles,  missiles,  electronics,  and  post -production 
software  support.  Additionally,  the  recommended  increases  for 
FSRM  will  increase  funding  to  90  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  2014 
requirement  for  the  Army  National  Guard  and  Army  Reserve. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  increases  of  $195.9  mil¬ 
lion  in  OMA  for  maneuver  units,  $15.8  million  in  OMA  for  aviation 
assets,  $209.9  million  in  OMA  for  force  readiness  operations  sup¬ 
port,  $200.0  million  in  OMA  for  land  forces  depot  maintenance, 
$74.2  million  in  OMARNG  for  FSRM,  and  $36.4  million  in  OMAR 
for  FSRM. 

U.S.  European  Command  funding  decrease 

The  budget  request  included  $35.0  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Army  (OMA),  of  which  $185.0  million  was  for  com¬ 
batant  commanders  core  operations. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  funding  increase  in  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014  budget  request  for  U.S.  European  Command’s 
(EUCOM)  information  operations  campaign  is  unjustified  growth. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $5.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  OMA  (subactivity  138)  for  EUCOM. 

Navy  readiness  funding  increases 

The  budget  request  included  $39.9  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Navy  (OMN),  of  which  $4.9  billion  was  for  mission 
and  other  flight  operations,  $1.8  billion  was  for  fleet  air  training, 
$35.8  million  was  for  aircraft  depot  operations  support,  $3.8  billion 
was  for  mission  and  other  ship  operations,  $734.8  million  was  for 
ship  operations  support  and  training,  $5.1  billion  was  for  ship 
depot  maintenance,  $1.3  billion  was  for  ship  depot  operations  sup¬ 
port,  $2.6  million  was  for  depot  operations  support,  and  $1.9  billion 
was  for  facilities  sustainment,  restoration,  and  modernization 
(FSRM).  The  budget  request  also  included  $1.1  billion  in  Operation 
and  Maintenance,  Navy  Reserve  (OMNR),  of  which  $586.6  million 
was  for  mission  and  other  flight  operations  and  $100.6  million  was 
for  aircraft  depot  maintenance. 

The  Navy  has  identified  specific  amounts  in  these  readiness  ac¬ 
counts  that  could  help  offset  cuts  as  a  result  of  sequestration.  The 
committee  notes  that  these  recommended  increases  in  funding  will 
improve  the  Navy’s  fiscal  year  2014  flying  hour  program,  steaming 
days,  depot  maintenance,  training,  and  FSRM  to  restore  readiness 
lost  in  fiscal  year  2013. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  the  following  increases 
in  OMN:  $32.5  million  for  mission  and  other  flight  operations, 
$11.2  million  in  fleet  air  training,  $608,000  in  aircraft  depot  oper¬ 
ations  support,  $99.5  million  in  mission  and  other  ship  operations, 
$61.4  million  in  ship  operations  support  and  training,  $5.7  million 
in  ship  depot  maintenance,  $126.2  million  in  ship  depot  operations 
support,  $660,000  in  depot  operations  support,  $100.0  million  in 
FSRM.  The  committee  also  recommends  the  following  increases  in 
OMNR:  $1.9  million  in  mission  and  other  flight  operations  and  $8.9 
million  in  aircraft  depot  maintenance. 
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Combatant  Commanders  Direct  Mission  Support 

The  budget  request  included  $199.1  million  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Navy  (OMN)  for  Combatant  Commanders  Direct  Mis¬ 
sion  Support.  Of  this  amount,  $3.0  million  is  for  a  classified  U.S. 
Pacific  Command  (PACOM)  program. 

The  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $3.0  million  in  OMN 
for  the  development  of  the  program  at  PACOM. 

Marine  Corps  readiness  funding  increases 

The  budget  request  included  $6.2  billion  in  Operation  and  Main¬ 
tenance,  Marine  Corps  (OMMC),  of  which  $223.3  million  was  for 
depot  maintenance. 

The  Marine  Corps  has  identified  specific  amounts  in  this  readi¬ 
ness  account  that  could  help  offset  cuts  as  a  result  of  sequestration. 
The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  increase  will  improve 
the  Marine  Corp’s  critical  depot  maintenance  requirement  to  100 
percent  in  order  to  restore  readiness  lost  in  fiscal  year  2013. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $56.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  OMMC  for  depot  maintenance. 

Air  Force  readiness  funding  increases 

The  budget  request  included  $37.2  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Air  Force  (OMAF),  of  which  $3.2  billion  was  for  pri¬ 
mary  combat  forces,  $1.5  billion  was  for  air  operations  training, 
$5.9  billion  was  for  depot  maintenance,  and  $1.8  billion  was  for  fa¬ 
cilities  sustainment,  restoration  and  modernization  (FSRM).  The 
budget  request  also  included  $3.1  billion  in  Operation  and  Mainte¬ 
nance,  Air  Force  Reserve  (OMAFR),  of  which  $89.7  million  was  for 
FSRM.  The  budget  request  also  included  $6.5  billion  in  Operation 
and  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard  (OMANG),  of  which  $296.9 
million  was  for  FSRM. 

The  Air  Force  has  identified  specific  amounts  in  these  readiness 
accounts  that  could  help  offset  fiscal  year  2013  cuts  as  a  result  of 
sequestration.  The  committee  notes  that  these  recommended  in¬ 
creases  in  amounts  will  improve  the  Air  Force’s  fiscal  year  2014 
flying  hour  program,  weapons  systems  sustainment,  training 
ranges,  and  FSRM. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  in  OMAF: 
$220.0  million  in  primary  combat  forces,  $30.0  million  in  air  oper¬ 
ations  training,  $210.0  million  for  depot  maintenance,  and  $75.0 
million  for  FSRM.  The  committee  also  recommends  an  increase  of 
$8.7  million  in  OMAFR  for  FSRM  and  an  increase  of  $28.2  million 
in  OMANG  for  FSRM. 

Combatant  Commanders  Direct  Mission  Support 

The  budget  request  included  $1.1  billion  in  Operation  and  Main¬ 
tenance,  Air  Force  (OMAF)  for  Combatant  Commanders  Direct 
Mission  Support.  Of  this  amount,  $22.4  million  is  for  a  U.S.  Cen¬ 
tral  Command  (CENTCOM)  classified  program. 

The  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $22.4  million  in  OMAF 
for  this  classified  CENTCOM  program. 
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Regional  Special  Operations  Coordination  Centers 

The  budget  request  included  $14.7  million  for  the  establishment 
of  Regional  Special  Operations  Coordination  Centers  (RSCC)  in  Op¬ 
eration  and  Maintenance,  Defense-wide  (OMDW). 

According  to  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  (USSOCOM),  the 
RSCCs  would  be  partner-led  multinational  organizations  designed 
to  “promote  partner-nation  SOF  [Special  Operations  Forces]  capac¬ 
ity  building  through  coordination,  education,  and  information  shar¬ 
ing.”  These  RSCCs  would  function  as  “regional  operational-level 
hubs  of  the  larger  global  SOF  network  to  facilitate  cooperation  and 
interoperability  among  partner-nation  SOF  and  SOF-like  organiza¬ 
tions.” 

To  date,  the  committee  has  not  received  appropriate  justification 
and  a  plan  for  the  establishment  of  the  proposed  RSCCs,  particu¬ 
larly  the  costs  to  sustain  RSCC  operations  in  future  years.  The 
committee  is  concerned  that  the  RSCCs  may  duplicate  other  efforts 
by  the  geographic  combatant  commanders  (GCC),  their  subordinate 
component  commands,  existing  GCC  regional  centers,  and  com¬ 
plicate  diplomatic  activities  by  the  State  Department  and  relevant 
chiefs  of  mission.  In  addition,  the  committee  is  concerned  that  the 
RSCCs  as  proposed  by  USSOCOM  would  be  heavily  reliant  on  con¬ 
tractors  for  planning,  study,  and  engagement  activities  with  fund¬ 
ing  for  such  contractors  making  up  nearly  the  entire  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  RSCCs  in  fiscal  year  2014. 

USSOCOM  indicates  that  the  RSCCs  would  be  modeled,  at  least 
in-part,  on  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO)  Special 
Operations  Headquarters  (NSHQ).  The  committee  has  been  strong¬ 
ly  supportive  of  the  NSHQ  and  its  efforts  to  enhance  the  capabili¬ 
ties  and  interoperability  of  NATO  SOF.  The  efforts  of  the  NSHQ 
have  been  especially  evident  in  the  increased  participation  and  suc¬ 
cess  of  allied  SOF  in  operations  in  Afghanistan.  While  the  com¬ 
mittee  agrees  there  are  important  lessons  to  be  learned  from  the 
NSHQ  that  can  be  applied  in  other  regions,  the  committee  believes 
the  NSHQ  is  a  flawed  model  for  the  proposed  RSCCs.  The  NATO 
alliance  is  unique  in  the  world  and  the  NSHQ  has  been  built  on 
a  foundation  of  longstanding  multilateral  agreements  that  under¬ 
pin  its  activities. 

Given  the  concerns  outlined  above,  the  committee  recommends 
no  funding  in  OMDW  for  the  establishment  of  RSCCs  by 
USSOCOM. 

U.S.  Special  Operations  Command — National  Capital  Region 

The  budget  request  included  $10.0  million  for  the  establishment 
of  a  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command — National  Capital  Region 
(USSOCOM-NCR)  office  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Defense- 
wide. 

The  committee  supports  efforts  by  USSOCOM  to  better  coordi¬ 
nate  its  activities  with  interagency  and  multinational  partners, 
most  of  whom  are  physically  located  in  the  NCR.  However,  the 
committee  believes  that  current  fiscal  constraints  dictate  that  the 
goals  of  the  USSOCOM-NCR  be  achieved  in  a  resource  and  man¬ 
power  neutral  manner.  The  committee  is  concerned  that  two-thirds 
of  the  requested  funding  for  the  USSOCOM-NCR  in  fiscal  year 
2014  would  pay  for  contractor  support.  The  committee  believes 
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such  a  heavy  reliance  on  contractors  to  implement  the  USSOCOM- 
NCR  is  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  this  effort. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  $2.9  million  for  the 
USSOCOM-NCR,  a  reduction  of  $7.1  million.  The  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  a  provision  elsewhere  in  this  title  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide  a  report  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  prior  to  the  expenditure  of  any  fiscal  year  2014 
funds  for  the  USSOCOM-NCR. 

Department  of  Defense  STARBASE  program 

The  budget  request  included  no  funding  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  STARBASE  program.  The  purpose  of  STARBASE  is 
to  improve  the  knowledge  and  skills  of  students  in  kindergarten 
through  12th  grade  in  science,  technology,  engineering,  and  math 
(STEM)  subjects,  and  to  motivate  them  to  explore  STEM  as  they 
continue  their  education.  STARBASE  currently  operates  at  76  loca¬ 
tions  in  40  states  and  the  District  of  Columbia  and  Puerto  Rico, 
primarily  on  military  installations.  To  date,  nearly  750,000  stu¬ 
dents  have  participated  in  the  program.  STARBASE  is  a  highly  ef¬ 
fective  program  run  by  our  dedicated  service  members  and 
strengthens  the  relationships  between  the  military,  communities, 
and  local  school  districts. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  budget  request  eliminated  funding 
for  this  successful  program  due  to  a  reorganization  of  STEM  pro¬ 
grams  throughout  the  Federal  Government,  and  believes  that 
STARBASE  should  continue  to  be  operated  by  DOD. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $21.7  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  DOD  STARBASE  program. 

Defense  Security  Cooperation  Agency 

The  budget  request  included  $788.4  million  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Defense-wide  (OMDW)  for  the  Defense  Security  Co¬ 
operation  Agency  (DSCA),  of  which  $85.9  million  is  to  support  the 
operation  and  maintenance  budgets  of  the  five  regional  centers  for 
security  studies.  The  five  centers  serve  as  a  forum  for  bilateral  and 
multilateral  communication  within  a  region.  Their  activities  range 
from  extended  academic  programs  to  conferences  on  topics  such  as 
regional  security  issues,  defense  planning,  and  civilian-military  re¬ 
lations.  The  committee  notes  that  the  regional  centers  serve  an  im¬ 
portant  role  in  supporting  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  geo¬ 
graphic  combatant  commanders,  but  the  committee  also  notes  that 
the  budgets  of  these  centers  continue  to  grow — even  after  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense’s  efficiency  initiative  explicitly  sought  to  reduce 
their  budgets. 

In  addition,  the  DSCA  budget  also  included  $34.8  million  for  the 
Combating  Terrorism  Fellowship  Program  (CTFP).  While  the  com¬ 
mittee  remains  supportive  of  this  program,  the  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  expanding  activities  and  increased  operating  costs 
of  the  CTFP  at  a  time  of  fiscal  challenges.  The  committee  encour¬ 
ages  the  CTFP  to  focus  its  activities  on:  its  core  counterterrorism 
training  and  education;  a  limited  number  of  regions  where  the 
threat  posed  by  terrorism  is  the  most  significant;  and  efforts  to  off¬ 
set  rising  costs  such  as  increased  use  of  virtual  education  opportu¬ 
nities  and  programs. 
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As  such,  the  committee  recommends  an  undistributed  decrease  of 
$12.0  million  to  OMDW  for  the  DSCA’s  budget  request  to  support 
the  five  regional  centers  and  a  decrease  of  $7.0  million  for  the 
CTFP. 

The  committee  also  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Policy  (USD(P)),  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  the 
geographic  combatant  commanders  to  conduct  a  review  of  the  mis¬ 
sion,  mandate,  curriculum,  and  other  activities  of  the  five  regional 
centers  to  ensure  that  their  ongoing  and  planned  activities  con¬ 
tinue  to  directly  support  the  theater  security  cooperation  cam¬ 
paigns  of  their  respective  combatant  commanders.  The  review  shall 
also  assess  whether  the  current  organizational  construct  and  chain 
of  command  associated  with  the  five  regional  centers  is  appropriate 
given  the  recent  presidential  guidance  on  security  assistance.  As 
part  of  the  review,  the  committee  urges  the  USD(P)  to  focus  par¬ 
ticular  attention  on  the  need  to  enhance  engagement  in  areas  of 
emerging  security  interests  (e.g.  the  area  of  responsibility  in  U.S. 
Africa  Command,  U.S.  Pacific  Command,  and  U.S.  Central  Com¬ 
mand)  and  promoting  continued  interoperability  among  Inter¬ 
national  Security  Assistance  Force  partners  and  capturing  the  les¬ 
sons  learned  from  coalition  operations  in  Afghanistan. 

Following  the  completion  of  this  review — and  no  later  than  90 
days  after  enactment  of  this  Act — the  committee  directs  the 
USD(P)  to  provide  a  briefing  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  Department  has  taken  steps  to 
establish  a  governance  board  to  enhance  its  ability  to  oversee  the 
centers  and  has  set  broad  programmatic  priorities,  but  has  not  yet 
fully  developed  an  approach  for  measuring  the  centers’  progress  in 
meeting  these  priorities,  including  establishing  measurable  goals, 
related  performance  metrics,  and  a  methodology  for  assessing  per¬ 
formance  of  the  centers.  Therefore,  as  part  of  the  aforementioned 
briefing,  the  committee  directs  the  USD(P)  to  also  provide  informa¬ 
tion  on  the  status  of  its  efforts  to  measure  the  centers’  progress. 

Funding  for  impact  aid 

The  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Defense-wide,  includes  the  following  changes  from 
the  budget  request.  The  provisions  underlying  these  changes  in 
funding  levels  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  title  V  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  report. 


[Changes  in  millions  of  dollars] 

Impact  aid  for  schools  with  military  dependent  students  .  25.0 

Impact  aid  for  children  with  severe  disabilities  .  5.0 

Total .  30.0 


Defense-wide  funding  decrease  for  ahead  of  need  request 

The  budget  request  included  $371.6  million  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Defense-wide  (OMDW)  for  the  Office  of  Economic  Ad¬ 
justment  (OEA),  of  which  $273.3  million  was  for  water  and  waste- 
water  infrastructure  improvements  related  to  the  relocation  of  ma¬ 
rines  to  Guam. 

Given  the  reevaluation  of  the  relocation  of  marines  to  Guam,  the 
committee  remains  concerned  that  the  funds  requested  for  the  OEA 
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are  ahead  of  need.  Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $273.3  million  in  OMDW  for  the  OEA. 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy  funding  decrease 

The  budget  request  included  $32.9  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Defense-wide  (OMDW),  of  which  $66.0  million  was 
for  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy 
(OUSD(P)). 

In  light  of  sequestration  reductions  and  readiness  concerns  faced 
by  the  Department,  the  committee  is  concerned  by  the  growth  of 
the  OUSD(P)  budget  request.  The  committee  notes  that  nearly  50 
percent  of  the  OUSD(P)  budget  is  dedicated  to  contractor  support, 
which  in  the  committee’s  view,  is  based  on  past  staffing  paradigms 
and  is  far  too  great.  As  the  Department  considers  areas  to  make 
reductions  within  OUSD(P)  to  adjust  for  this  cut,  the  committee  ex¬ 
pects  that  the  first  reductions  should  target  the  size  and/or  cost  of 
the  contractor  workforce. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $7.0  mil¬ 
lion  in  OMDW  for  the  OUSD(P). 

Continuing  support  for  Operation  Observant  Compass 

The  budget  request  included  $32.9  billion  for  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Defense-wide,  of  which  $14.2  billion  is  for  classified 
programs.  Within  that  amount  for  classified  programs,  the  request 
includes  classified  amounts  to  sustain  intelligence,  surveillance, 
and  reconnaissance  (ISR)  support  to  U.S.  Africa  Command 
(AFRICOM). 

The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013 
(Public  Law  112-239)  included  funds  to  enhance  the  ISR  support 
to  AFRICOM’s  Operation  Observant  Compass,  an  operation  to  sup¬ 
port  the  efforts  of  Ugandan  and  other  regional  militaries  to  remove 
Joseph  Kony  and  other  senior  leaders  of  the  Lord’s  Resistance 
Army  from  the  battlefield  in  Central  Africa. 

The  budget  request  included  funds  for  commercial  aircraft  with 
full  motion  video  sensors.  The  committee  notes  that  this  capability 
is  of  limited  utility  in  regions  where  there  is  dense  canopy,  and  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  Department  is  paying  more  than  it  should  for  this 
capability. 

The  committee  recommends  a  reduction  of  $15.0  million  to  the 
request  for  full  motion  video  surveillance  and  recommends  $40.0 
million  to  sustain  the  congressionally  mandated  initiative. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 
Additive  manufacturing 

The  committee  notes  that  the  introduction  of  additive  manufac¬ 
turing,  also  known  as  third  dimensional  (3-D)  printing,  has  the  po¬ 
tential  to  contribute  to  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  missions  and 
capabilities  with  the  effective  and  efficient  use  of  lightweight  mate¬ 
rials,  rapid  production,  and  design  innovation.  The  committee  re¬ 
mains  concerned  that  the  long  lead  time  often  associated  with 
spare  parts  can  in  some  instances  take  multiple  years  to  arrive  at 
various  DOD  depots. 
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The  committee  notes  that  the  potential  to  use  ceramic  composite 
materials  could  offer  enhanced  aircraft  performance  over  metal  al¬ 
loys  with  higher  temperatures  ranges,  less  weight,  and  greater  fuel 
efficiency.  Similarly,  a  deployable  3-D  printing  capability  could  en¬ 
able  a  forward  operating  base  with  an  adaptive  and  onsite  manu¬ 
facturing  capability  with  a  reduced  logistical  burden.  Furthermore, 
the  DOD  is  providing  funding  to  the  recently  established  National 
Additive  Manufacturing  Innovation  Institute  (NAMII). 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  no  later  than  Feb¬ 
ruary  1,  2014  on  the  potential  benefits  and  constraints  of  additive 
manufacturing,  how  the  process  could  or  could  not  contribute  to 
DOD  missions,  and  what  technologies  being  developed  at  NAMII 
are  being  transitioned  for  DOD  use. 

Advanced  situational  awareness  training 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Army  has  successfully  intro¬ 
duced  a  program  to  train  deploying  units  to  detect  changes  in 
human  behavior  through  the  Advanced  Situational  Awareness 
Training  module.  The  committee  commends  the  Army  for  con¬ 
tinuing  to  broaden  and  adapt  its  training  efforts  to  best  enable  sol¬ 
diers  to  react  to  the  vast  array  of  complex  and  asymmetrical 
threats  often  faced  in  a  combat  environment.  The  committee  notes 
that  training  to  increase  situational  awareness  imparts  enduring 
and  important  skills  for  individual  soldiers  and  units,  and  encour¬ 
ages  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  consider  expanding  this  type  of 
training  to  additional  deploying  units  and  at  the  appropriate  ad¬ 
vanced  leadership  courses. 

Air  show  support  by  the  Department  of  Defense 

The  Department  of  Defense  issued  guidance  in  early  April  2013 
prohibiting  all  aerial  demonstrations,  including  flyovers,  jump  team 
demonstrations,  and  participation  in  civilian  air  shows  and  mili¬ 
tary  open  houses. 

Many  believe  that  this  lack  of  community  engagement  may  have 
negative  consequences  on  military  recruiting  and  local  economies. 
The  committee  recognizes  that  the  Department  had  to  take  serious 
steps  in  order  to  deal  with  the  effects  of  sequestration  in  fiscal  year 
2013. 

However,  the  committee  has  been  informed  that  there  are  certain 
circumstances  where  an  exception  to  this  general  policy  could  pro¬ 
vide  some  level  of  community  engagement  as  a  no-cost  addition  to 
activities  that  are  required  for  training  or  readiness. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  reconsider  whether  this  policy  should  be  enforced  on  a 
blanket  basis  or  whether  the  policy  should  allow  for  community  en¬ 
gagement  if  that  engagement  can  be  completed  as  a  no-cost  adjunct 
to  missions  fulfilling  other  required  operational  or  training  activi¬ 
ties. 

Coal-to-liquid  fuel  technology  developments 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  Military  Construction  and 
Veterans  Affairs,  and  Full-Year  Continuing  Appropriations  Act  of 
2013  (Public  Law  113-6)  provided  $20.0  million  in  Air  Force  Re- 
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search,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation  (RDT&E)  only  for  re¬ 
search  that  will  improve  emissions  of  coal-to-liquid  (CTL)  fuel  to 
enable  this  technology  to  be  a  competitive  alternative  energy  re¬ 
source. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
to  provide  a  detailed  spending  plan  to  the  committee  for  the  CTL 
RDT&E  program  no  later  than  July  31,  2013.  Additionally,  the 
committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Energy,  to  report  to  the  committee  on  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  potential  technologies  that  could  enable  coal-based  fuels  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  DOD  consistent  with  section  526  of 
the  Energy  Independence  and  Security  Act  (EISA)  of  2007  (Public 
Law  110-140).  The  report  shall  also  include  a  proposal  for  joint  re¬ 
search  on  those  technologies  that  are  most  promising  for  the  cap¬ 
ture  of  carbon,  reduction  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  other 
approaches  that  could  enable  coal-based  fuels  to  be  procured  under 
section  526  of  the  EISA  2007.  The  DOD  shall  submit  this  report 
to  the  committee  no  later  than  February  1,  2014. 

Combatant  command  support  agent  accounting 

The  committee  notes  the  Operation  and  Maintenance  budget  jus¬ 
tification  material  within  the  Air  Force’s  Combatant  Commander 
Direct  Mission  Support  and  Combatant  Commander  Core  Oper¬ 
ations  (lines  130  and  140)  accounts  are  a  consolidation  of  multiple 
combatant  commands’  budgets  under  the  purview  of  the  Air  Force 
as  Combatant  Commander  Support  Agent.  The  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  due  to  this  consolidation,  the  justification  material 
lacks  the  level  of  detail  necessary  for  this  committee  to  make  in¬ 
formed  budget  decisions. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  services  to  annually  de¬ 
liver  independent,  detailed  budget  justification  for  each  combatant 
command  they  are  assigned  Combatant  Command  Support  Agent 
responsibility. 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  review  of  United 
States  Central  Command 

Since  fiscal  year  2001,  the  resources  provided  to  U.S.  Central 
Command  (CENTCOM)  and  its  supporting  military  service  compo¬ 
nents  have  grown  dramatically  to  conduct  and  manage  wars  in  Af¬ 
ghanistan  and  Iraq.  According  to  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  re¬ 
ports  provided  to  Congress,  the  military  and  civilian  manpower  at 
CENTCOM  has  more  than  doubled  since  fiscal  year  2001  and  this 
does  not  include  the  contractors  that  support  the  headquarters. 
With  the  drawdown  of  operational  forces  from  Iraq  and  ongoing 
drawdown  from  Afghanistan,  it  will  be  important  to  examine  levels 
of  headquarters  manpower  and  mission  support  costs  needed  by 
CENTCOM  and  its  respective  service  component  commands  to 
manage  steady  state  operations. 

As  such,  the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  to  undertake  a  review  of  CENTCOM  to  include  the 
following  items:  (1)  what  have  been  the  trends  in  manpower  and 
mission  support  costs  devoted  to  the  headquarters  of  CENTCOM, 
subordinate  commands,  joint  task  forces,  and  service  component 
commands  since  2001;  (2)  what  steps  has  DOD  taken  to  reexamine 
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the  size  and  structure  of  the  headquarters  of  CENTCOM,  subordi¬ 
nate  commands,  joint  task  forces,  and  service  component  com¬ 
mands  in  light  of  the  significant  drawdown  of  forces  and  operations 
in  its  area  of  responsibility  and  changing  U.S.  military  strategy;  (3) 
what  are  the  future  plans  for  CENTCOM  and  its  service  compo¬ 
nent  commands,  including  any  plans  to  maintain  headquarters  in 
forward  locations  such  as  Kuwait  and  Qatar;  (4)  what  changes,  if 
any,  should  be  made  to  intelligence  and  other  defense  functions 
that  support  CENTCOM  combat  operations;  (5)  what  personnel  ad¬ 
justments  are  recommended  at  senior  levels  to  right  size  the  com¬ 
mand  structure;  and  (6)  any  other  items  the  Comptroller  General 
determines  to  be  appropriate  while  conducting  this  review,  includ¬ 
ing  relevant  plans  regarding  right-sizing  and  properly  posturing 
manpower  at  headquarters  for  steady  state  post-2014. 

The  Comptroller  General  shall  provide  the  preliminary  results  of 
the  study  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  by  September 
30,  2013,  with  a  final  report  to  follow  as  soon  as  practicable  there¬ 
after. 

Consolidated  guidance  on  equipment  retrograde 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
the  Joint  Staff  J-4,  the  military  services,  and  other  entities  are  de¬ 
veloping  consolidated  guidance  on  equipment  retrograde  and  dis¬ 
position  for  equipment  currently  deployed  for  use  in  Operation  En¬ 
during  Freedom  and  elsewhere  throughout  the  U.S.  Central  Com¬ 
mand  area  of  responsibility.  The  committee  notes  that  the  consoli¬ 
dated  guidance  includes  a  process  outline  for  transferring  excess 
defense  articles  (EDA)  to  coalition  partners  via  the  existing  Letter 
of  Request/Letter  of  Acceptance  process. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  on  the 
progress  of  the  consolidated  guidance  for  equipment  retrograde  and 
EDA  process  no  later  than  January  1,  2014. 

Contingency  basing 

The  committee  notes  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  issued  a 
directive  on  January  10,  2013  which  established  a  policy  and  as¬ 
signed  responsibility  for  DOD  contingency  basing  outside  the 
United  States.  The  committee  is  encouraged  by  the  DOD’s  intent 
to  pursue  increased  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  contingency  bas¬ 
ing  to  better  assist  the  warfighter.  The  committee  believes  that 
contingency  basing  while  often  executed  in  an  expedient  fashion, 
should  also  take  into  account  the  sustainment  cost  of  materials  and 
seek  opportunities  to  reduce  the  logistical  and  operational  burden 
of  the  warfighter. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
notify  the  congressional  defense  committees  of  the  decision  to  des¬ 
ignate  a  senior  official  to  be  responsible  for  the  oversight  of  all  as¬ 
pects  of  contingency  basing  policy,  no  later  than  March  1,  2014.  Ad¬ 
ditionally,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  no  later  than  March 
1,  2014  on  the  resourcing  decisions  and  progress  made  regarding 
the  action  items  published  in  enclosure  2  of  the  DOD  Directive 
3000.10. 
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Defense  Institute  of  Security  Assistance  Management 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Defense  Institute  of  Security  As¬ 
sistance  Management  (DISAM)  is  the  only  dedicated  institution  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  for  the  education  and  training 
of  U.S.  and  foreign  nation  personnel  involved  in  the  planning,  man¬ 
agement,  and  assessment  of  security  cooperation  and  partner  ca¬ 
pacity-building  programs  conducted  under  the  authorities  of  the 
Departments  of  Defense  and  State.  DISAM  is  primarily  funded  via 
the  Department  of  State  authorities,  and  only  in  recent  years  has 
DISAM  been  resourced  to  support  training  and  education  on  the 
planning,  management,  and  assessment  of  DOD  security  coopera¬ 
tion  efforts,  including  many  title  10  programs  (e.g.,  section  1206 
train-and-equip  authorities,  DOD  counternarcotics  authorities, 
Joint  Combined  Exchange  Training,  and  Latin  America  and  Afri¬ 
can  Cooperation  authorities).  As  stated  in  the  budget  request,  these 
title  10  programs  are  of  particular  importance  to  DOD  in  meeting 
the  emergent  needs  of  the  geographic  combatant  commanders  in 
support  of  theater  security  campaign  plans  and  contingency  oper¬ 
ations. 

However,  the  committee  notes  that  despite  the  additional  fund¬ 
ing  to  incorporate  title  10  authorities  into  the  curriculum  at 
DISAM,  security  assistance  officers  deployed  overseas  remain  less 
informed  of  the  flexible  building  partnership  capacity  programs 
that  Congress  has  provided  to  DOD  over  the  last  decade. 

As  such,  the  committee  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Policy  and  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  to 
jointly  conduct  a  full  review  of  the  security  assistance  curriculum 
at  DISAM  to  ensure  that  DOD’s  title  10  programs,  particularly 
DOD’s  counternarcotics  authorities,  are  incorporated  in  the  cur¬ 
riculum  fully.  Not  later  than  30  days  following  completion  of  this 
review,  the  committee  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Policy  and  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  to  provide 
a  briefing  to  the  committee  on  their  findings  and  recommendations. 

Department  of  Defense  and  Department  of  Energy  memo¬ 
randum  of  understanding  to  enhance  energy  security 

The  committee  remains  encouraged  by  the  memorandum  of  un¬ 
derstanding  (MOU)  signed  on  July  22,  2010  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  and  Department  of  Energy  concerning  cooperation 
in  a  strategic  partnership  to  enhance  energy  security.  The  com¬ 
mittee  notes  that  the  MOU  was  to  cover,  but  not  limited  to,  efforts 
in  the  areas  of  energy  efficiency,  renewable  energy,  water  effi¬ 
ciency,  fossil  fuels,  alternative  fuels,  efficient  transportation  tech¬ 
nologies  and  fueling  infrastructure,  grid  security,  smart  grid,  en¬ 
ergy  storage,  waste-to-energy,  basic  science  research,  mobile/ 
deployable  power,  small  modular  reactor  nuclear  energy,  and  re¬ 
lated  areas. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  no  later  than  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  2014  on  the  progress  made  to  date  regarding  the  MOU 
signed  on  July  22,  2010  to  enhance  energy  security. 
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Energy  metering 

The  committee  notes  that  section  2828  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (P.L.  112-81)  required  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  meter  Navy  piers  so  that  the  energy  con¬ 
sumption  of  naval  vessels  while  in  port  can  be  accurately  measured 
and  captured.  The  committee  is  encouraged  by  the  utilities  meter 
policy  signed  on  April  16,  2013  which  established  a  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  policy  to  install  advanced  meters  on  individual 
DOD-owned  facilities  and  directs  the  services  to  develop  a  meter 
data  management  plan.  The  committee  is  encouraged  by  the  DOD’s 
intent  to  improve  the  management  of  energy  and  water  consump¬ 
tion,  improve  mission  assurance,  and  increase  reliability.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  that  energy  metering  alone  does  not  independ¬ 
ently  save  energy  or  water,  which  is  why  the  committee  strongly 
encourages  the  DOD  to  ensure  energy  metering  data  is  not  only 
captured  but  used  to  implement  greater  efficiencies,  inform  deci¬ 
sions,  optimize  installation  performance,  and  achieve  results 
through  better  practices. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  secretaries  of  the  military 
departments  to  prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee 
with  finalized  meter  data  management  plans  with  proposed  prac¬ 
tices  to  achieve  greater  efficiencies  no  later  than  March  1,  2014. 

Energy  security  assessments  in  the  Quadrennial  Defense 
Review 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  required  every  4  years  to  conduct  a 
Quadrennial  Defense  Review  (QDR),  pursuant  to  section  118  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  QDR  is  intended  to  provide  a  na¬ 
tional  defense  strategy  necessary  to  successfully  execute  the  full 
range  of  missions  called  for  in  the  national  security  strategy. 

The  committee  believes  a  defense  strategy  should  consider  as¬ 
sured  access  to  energy  resources  as  essential  to  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  ability  to  project  power  and  provide  combat  capability  for 
operations.  In  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2012  (Public  Law  112-81),  energy  security  was  defined  as 
“having  assured  access  to  reliable  supplies  of  energy  and  the  ability 
to  protect  and  deliver  sufficient  energy  to  meet  mission  essential 
requirements.” 

The  committee  notes  a  forecast  by  the  International  Energy 
Agency  (IEA)  predicts  that  “by  around  2020,  the  United  States  is 
projected  to  become  the  largest  global  oil  producer  (overtaking 
Saudi  Arabia  until  the  mid-2020s)  and  starts  to  see  the  impact  of 
new  fuel-efficiency  measures  in  transport.  The  result  is  a  continued 
fall  in  U.S.  oil  imports,  to  the  extent  that  North  America  becomes 
a  net  oil  exporter  around  2030.”  The  IEA  forecast  goes  on  to  say 
for  all  types  of  fuels:  “But  there  is  no  immunity  from  global  mar¬ 
kets.  No  country  is  an  energy  ’island’  and  the  interactions  between 
different  fuels,  markets,  and  prices  are  intensifying.” 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
ensure  that  the  2013  QDR  assessment  includes  a  review  of  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  defense  resources  and  budgets  that  would  be  required  to 
successfully  carry  out  an  energy  security  strategy. 
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Foreign  exchange  program  for  Reserve  Officer  Training 
Corps  cadets  and  critical  military  language  training 

The  committee  is  encouraged  by  the  Army’s  efforts  to  establish 
a  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  (ROTC)  cadet  foreign  exchange 
program  that  seeks  to  enhance  cultural  understanding,  foster  re¬ 
gional  expertise,  and  improve  foreign  language  training  among  ca¬ 
dets  in  the  ROTC.  The  committee  is  also  encouraged  by  similar  ef¬ 
forts  to  provide  overseas  professional  development  training  and 
education,  including  opportunities  for  training  in  the  joint,  inter¬ 
agency,  intergovernmental,  and  multinational  environment  with 
partner  military  service  members  at  accredited  universities.  The 
committee  recognizes  the  importance  of  short-term  overseas  train¬ 
ing  events  in  regions  and  cultures  of  strategic  importance  to  the 
nation  that  could  better  prepare  ROTC  cadets  to  meet  the  future 
requirements  of  our  combatant  commanders’  theater  campaign 
plans. 

Additionally,  the  committee  encourages  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  the  Army  to  provide  greater  oversight  and  coordination 
to  ensure  the  goals  of  these  programs  are  in  concert  with  the  secu¬ 
rity  cooperation  strategy  and  national  security  objectives. 

Full  spectrum  operations 

The  committee  is  encouraged  by  the  Army  and  Marine  Corps’ 
proposal  to  plan  for  training  for  a  full  spectrum  of  operations  in  the 
fiscal  year  2014  budget  request.  The  committee  notes  that  for  more 
than  a  decade  the  services  have  been  consumed  with  preparing  and 
deploying  forces  for  counterinsurgency  operations  in  combat,  leav¬ 
ing  little  time  and  resources  to  train  for  other  contingencies.  As 
combat  operations  decline,  the  committee  encourages  the  secre¬ 
taries  of  the  military  departments  to  ensure  that  sufficient  training 
resources  are  dedicated  to  full  spectrum  operations  when  preparing 
the  fiscal  year  2015  budget  request. 

Government  Accountability  Office  readiness  analysis 

The  committee  notes  that  the  drawdown  of  forces  first  from  Iraq 
and  now  from  Afghanistan  presents  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  with  a  new  set  of  challenges  as  it  plans  for  an  uncertain  fu¬ 
ture  with  fewer  resources.  In  its  January  2012  strategic  guidance, 
Sustaining  U.S.  Global  Leadership:  Priorities  for  21st  Century  De¬ 
fense  and  related  documents,  DOD  called  for  a  smaller,  lighter,  and 
flexible  joint  force  able  to  conduct  a  full  range  of  activities  but  no 
longer  sized  to  conduct  large  and  protracted  stability  operations. 
The  guidance  also  called  for  a  rebalancing  of  forces  to  the  Asia-Pa¬ 
cific  region  along  with  the  Middle  East  and  several  other  changes. 
In  March  2013,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  directed  the  Deputy  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  work  with  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  to  conduct  a  strategic  choices  and  management  review  to 
examine  the  opportunities  and  challenges  that  underlie  the  defense 
strategy,  posture,  and  investments,  including  all  past  assumptions 
and  systems.  The  committee  notes  that  shifts  in  strategy  or  as¬ 
sumptions  can  have  a  material  impact  on  the  way  DOD  portrays 
its  readiness  and  the  risks  it  faces. 

Accordingly,  to  help  inform  the  committee’s  oversight  and  its  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Department’s  budget  request,  the  committee  di- 
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rects  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  to  review  the 
Department’s  readiness  and  the  risks  DOD  faces  and  to  report  the 
results  of  this  review  to  the  congressional  defense  committees.  The 
review  should  specifically  address,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

(1)  the  current  and  historical  readiness  status  of  each  of  the 
military  services  including  any  trends  in  reported  readiness; 

(2)  the  current  and  historical  readiness  status  of  each  of  the 
current  geographic  and  functional  combatant  commands,  in¬ 
cluding  any  trends  in  reported  readiness; 

(3)  the  key  factors  that  impact  readiness,  and  how  these  fac¬ 
tors  contributed  to  any  reported  changes  in  readiness  between 
March  1,  2013,  when  sequestration  went  into  effect,  and  the 
December  2013  readiness  reports;  and 

(4)  changes  in  strategic  and  military  risk  levels  between 
2011  and  2014,  including  any  changes  in  the  way  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  evaluates  and  reports  strategic 
and  military  risks. 

The  committee  notes  that  in  reporting  on  these  four  elements, 
the  Comptroller  General  may  take  a  phased  approach,  reporting  on 
elements  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  by  March  15,  2014,  and  reporting  on  ele¬ 
ment  (4)  45  days  after  DOD  delivers  the  annual  Chairman’s  Risk 
Assessment,  as  required  by  section  153  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  to  the  congressional  defense  committees. 

Intergovernmental  support  agreements  with  state  and  local 
governments 

The  committee  notes  that  section  331  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  pro¬ 
vided  expanded  authorities  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  enter 
into  intergovernmental  service  agreements  with  state  and  local 
governments  in  order  to  provide,  receive,  or  share  installation-sup¬ 
port  services  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  agreement  will 
serve  the  best  interests  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  by  en¬ 
hancing  mission  effectiveness  or  creating  efficiencies  or  economies 
of  scale,  including  by  reducing  costs. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  to  the 
committee  not  later  than  February  1,  2014,  regarding  the  status  of 
the  use  of  this  authority  to  enter  into  such  agreements.  The  report 
shall  include: 

(1)  a  review  of  the  policy  adopted  by  DOD  to  guide  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  proposals  to  share  installation  support  services; 

(2)  a  description  of  the  structure  and  components  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  agreements,  including  the  adherence  to  Federal  Ac¬ 
quisition  Regulations; 

(3)  guidance  for  delegating  authority  to  enter  into  such 
agreements  to  the  installation  level; 

(4)  a  list  of  any  proposed  locations  and  types  of  services  that 
are  being  considered  for  the  use  of  this  authority;  and 

(5)  any  other  matters  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate. 

Light-weight  ammunition  project  under  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act,  Title  III  authority 

The  committee  notes  that  under  the  Defense  Production  Act, 
Title  III  authority,  one  current  project  is  developing  a  domestic  pro- 
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duction  capability  for  light-weight  polymer-based  ammunition.  The 
committee  believes  that  light-weight  ammunition  has  the  potential 
to  decrease  the  individual  load  of  the  warfighter,  increase  mobility, 
decrease  logistical  burden,  and  reduce  fuel  consumption  in  military 
operations.  The  committee  notes  that  traditional  ammunition  car¬ 
tridges  are  produced  using  metallic-based  materials  such  as  steel, 
copper,  aluminum,  or  brass.  The  committee  understands  that  any 
new  ammunition  must  meet  all  specifications  for  pressure,  velocity, 
accuracy,  and  must  be  a  drop-in  replacement  in  terms  of  training, 
weapon  function,  lethality,  storage,  and  transportation. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  secretaries  of  the  military 
departments  to  prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  no 
later  than  February  1,  2014  on  the  pursuit  of  additional  small 
arms  and  ammunition  projects  which  could  enhance  combat  capa¬ 
bility,  reduce  logistical  burdens,  and  improve  efficiencies. 

Marine  Corps  core  depot  maintenance  policy 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Marine  Corps  policy  on  core 
depot  maintenance  workload  is  currently  under  revision.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Marine  Corps  to  prepare  a  briefing 
or  a  report  to  the  committee  on  the  status  and  progress  of  a  final¬ 
ized  core  depot  maintenance  policy  no  later  than  January  1,  2014. 

Meals  ready  to  eat  war  reserve 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency’s 
(DLA)  potential  reduction  of  its  Meals  Ready  to  Eat  (MRE)  war  re¬ 
serve  may  lower  production  in  a  manner  that  may  negatively  affect 
the  industrial  base  which  could  threaten  the  DLA’s  ability  to  re¬ 
spond  to  contingency  operation  capabilities  commensurate  with 
service  end  strength.  Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  DLA  in 
consultation  with  the  services,  to  develop  a  comprehensive  strategic 
plan  that  ensures  an  adequate  MRE  inventory  for  each  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  that  meets  both  DLA  and  service-specific  requirements,  main¬ 
tains  the  appropriate  levels  of  MRE  war  reserves,  and  provides  for 
a  surge  capability  to  support  unforeseen  contingencies.  The  DLA 
shall  report  to  the  committee  on  this  plan  no  later  than  90  days 
after  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Mission  compatibility  reviews 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  implementation  of  section 
358  of  the  Ike  Skelton  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis¬ 
cal  Year  2011  (Public  Law  111-383)  and  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense’s  (DOD)  collaboration  with  other  involved  agencies  to  ensure 
that  the  development  of  energy  sources  and  the  increased  resiliency 
of  the  commercial  electric  grid  may  continue  to  move  forward  while 
protecting  the  missions  of  military  test  and  training  ranges  and  in¬ 
stallations  in  the  United  States.  The  committee  urges  DOD  to  use 
a  consistent  standard  and  process  pursuant  to  Federal  Rule  32 
CFR  Part  211  for  all  mission  compatibility  reviews  on  public  or  pri¬ 
vate  land  and  to  review  offshore  energy  projects  using  the  same 
process.  The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide 
the  committee  with  a  report  that  details  the  status  of  its  review 
process  on  each  of  its  applicants  within  90  days  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 
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Open  pit  burning  of  waste  in  Afghanistan 

The  committee  notes  with  concern  the  recently  released  report  by 
the  Special  Inspector  General  for  Afghanistan  Reconstruction 
(SIGAR)  titled,  “Forward  Operating  Base  Salerno:  Inadequate 
Planning  Resulted  in  $5  Million  Spent  for  Unused  Incinerators  and 
the  Continued  Use  of  Potentially  Hazardous  Open-Air  Burn  Pit  Op¬ 
erations,”  dated  April  2013.  In  the  report  the  SIGAR  concluded, 
among  other  things,  that  Forward  Operating  Base  (FOB)  Salerno 
in  Afghanistan  constructed  two  waste  incinerators  that  it  has  not 
and  will  not  use.  As  a  result,  the  FOB  Salerno  continues  to  use 
open  pit  burning  to  dispose  of  waste  at  the  base. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  the  committee  has  been  concerned 
about  the  use  of  open  pit  burning  to  dispose  of  trash  during  contin¬ 
gency  operations  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  because  of  the  potential 
effects  the  smoke  from  these  pits  can  have  on  the  health  of  per¬ 
sonnel  in  the  vicinity.  As  the  SIGAR  report  sets  forth,  U.S.  Central 
Command  (CENTCOM)  regulation  200-2,  CENTCOM  Contingency 
Environmental  Guidance,  dated  January  3,  2011,  requires  that 
when  a  base  exceeds  100  U.S.  personnel  for  90  days,  it  must  de¬ 
velop  a  plan  for  installing  waste  disposal  technologies,  such  as  in¬ 
cinerators,  so  that  open  pit  burning  operations  can  cease.  The 
SIGAR  report  shows  that,  despite  efforts  to  eliminate  open  pit 
burning  in  favor  of  incinerators  and  other  methods,  some  of  those 
efforts  have  failed  and  open  pit  burning  continues  at  some  loca¬ 
tions. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  September  30,  2013,  on  the  efforts  to 
reduce  reliance  on  open  pit  burning  of  waste  at  operating  bases  in 
Afghanistan.  The  report  shall  include: 

(1)  a  list  of  bases  that  have  functioning  incinerators  installed 
and  in  use; 

(2)  for  those  bases  that  do  not  have  functioning  incinerators 
in  place,  an  explanation  for  each  as  to  why  incinerators  are  not 
in  use; 

(3)  a  list  of  all  bases  or  camps  in  Afghanistan  at  which  the 
U.S.  armed  forces  use  open  pit  burning  as  the  primary  means 
of  disposing  of  waste; 

(4)  a  plan  for  how  the  Secretary  intends  to  bring  operating 
bases  in  Afghanistan  into  full  compliance  with  Department  of 
Defense  regulations  and  CENTCOM  regulations  regarding 
waste  disposal;  and 

(5)  an  assessment  of  incinerator  technologies  that  are  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department  of  Defense  for  use  in  Afghanistan,  in¬ 
cluding  any  such  incinerator  technologies  that  could  also  con¬ 
tribute  to  energy  production,  and  any  other  waste-to-energy 
strategies. 

Organizational  clothing  and  equipment 

The  committee  notes  that  a  Department  of  Defense  Inspector 
General  (DOD  IG)  report  dated  February  22,  2013  found  that  over 
the  last  six  years  inadequate  tracking  and  recovery  procedures  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  loss  of  approximately  $20.0  million  in  unreturned  orga¬ 
nizational  clothing  and  equipment  (OCIE)  for  redeploying  civilians 
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and  contractors.  The  committee  notes  that  this  is  the  second  report 
since  2010  regarding  a  lack  of  control  over  the  tracking  and  recov¬ 
ery  of  OCIE. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report  to  the  committee  no  later  than  Feb¬ 
ruary  1,  2014  on  the  corrective  action  taken,  including  a  time- 
phased  plan  with  measurable  goals  and  metrics,  to  address  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  in  report  number  DODIG-2013-050  regarding 
OCIE  recovery  from  civilians  and  contractor  employees. 

Policies  and  procedures  in  handling  of  hazardous  material 
shipments 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  is  in  the  process  of  conducting  a  comprehensive  review  of 
the  policies  and  procedures  by  the  Department  of  Defense  in  the 
handling  of  hazardous  material  shipments  pursuant  to  section  363 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013 
(Public  Law  112-239),  including  the  review  of  Transportation  Pro¬ 
tective  Services  (TPS)  safety  standards  for  commercial  surface  car¬ 
riers  transporting  dangerous  or  sensitive  cargo  on  public  highways 
within  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  ensure  that  commercial  TPS  carrier  safety 
performance  standards  measured  by  the  Compliance,  Safety,  Ac¬ 
countability  (CSA)  Safety  Measurement  System  (SMS)  are  not  al¬ 
tered  to  less  stringent  safety  standards  during  the  duration  of  the 
Comptroller  General  review. 

Readiness  concerns  under  sequestration 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  implementation  of  sequestra¬ 
tion  cuts  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  as  a  result  of  the 
Budget  Control  Act  of  2011  poses  significant  risk  to  the  readiness, 
training,  and  operational  capability  of  our  military  forces.  The  com¬ 
mittee  remains  concerned  that  the  sequestration  in  fiscal  year 
2013,  and  the  threat  of  sequestration  in  fiscal  year  2014  and  be¬ 
yond  forces  the  DOD  to  cutback  combat  training  exercises,  flying 
hours,  steaming  hours,  and  other  military  training.  Other  impacts 
include  cancelling  and  delaying  contracts,  civilian  employee  fur¬ 
loughs,  civilian  hiring  freezes,  reductions  or  eliminations  of  tem¬ 
porary  and  term  employees,  deferred  facilities  maintenance,  and 
the  cancelling  or  postponing  of  maintenance  for  ships,  aircraft, 
ground  vehicles,  and  facilities.  Additionally,  many  investment,  ac¬ 
quisition,  and  research  and  development  programs  will  be  nega¬ 
tively  impacted  if  sequestration  remains  in  place.  The  committee 
understands  from  testimony  by  Department  witnesses  that  the 
services  have  already  reduced,  canceled,  or  deferred  a  number  of 
training  exercises  and  scheduled  maintenance  activities  as  a  result 
of  the  sequestration  cuts. 

The  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army  testified  that  the  Army  has  “cur¬ 
tailed  training  for  80  percent  of  the  force,  canceled  six  brigade  com¬ 
bat  training  center  rotations,  and  cut  37,000  flying  hours,  initiated 
termination  of  3,100  temporary  employees,  canceled  third  and 
fourth  quarter  depot  maintenance,  and  are  planning  to  furlough  its 
valued  civilian  work  force.”  The  committee  understands  that  along 
with  a  higher-than-expected  operating  tempo  in  Afghanistan,  the 
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Army  has  an  $8.3  billion  shortfall  for  the  last  6  months  of  fiscal 
year  2013  in  the  base  budget  and  a  $7.8  billion  shortfall  to  over¬ 
seas  contingency  operations.  The  committee  notes  that  by  the  end 
of  September  2013,  only  one-third  of  the  Army’s  Active  Duty  units 
are  expected  to  have  acceptable  readiness  ratings. 

The  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  testified  that  the  Navy  plans  to 
“reduce  intermediate-level  ship  maintenance,  defer  an  additional 
84  aircraft  and  184  engines  for  depot  maintenance,  and  defer  eight 
of  33  planned  depot-level  surface  ship  maintenance  availabilities” 
and  that  “by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2013,  a  majority  of  our  non-de- 
ployed  ships  and  aviation  squadrons — nearly  two  thirds  of  the 
fleet — will  be  less  than  fully  mission  capable  and  not  certified  for 
major  combat  operations.”  The  committee  understands  the  Navy 
faces  a  $4.1  billion  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  shortfall  and 
has  deferred  $1.2  billion  in  facilities  maintenance. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Marine  Corps  face  a  $775.0 
million  shortfall  in  O&M  during  fiscal  year  2013  as  a  result  of  se¬ 
questration.  The  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  testified  that, 
“sequestration  in  fiscal  year  2014  will  mean  that  more  than  half  of 
our  non-forward-deployed  ground  and  aviation  units  will  have  read¬ 
iness  ratings  of  C3  or  below.”  The  Assistant  Commandant  of  the 
Marine  Corps  testified  that,  “44  scheduled  aircraft  depot  inductions 
across  all  types,  models,  and  series  .  .  .  will  not  occur  as  a  result 
of  sequestration  reduction  to  the  fiscal  year  2013  budget.”  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  Assistant  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  predicted  that 
a  year  from  now,  air  squadrons  will  have  only  about  half  of  their 
aircraft  ready. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  testified  that  sequestration,  “re¬ 
quired  approximately  $10.0  billion  in  reductions  to  be  taken  in  the 
last  seven  months  of  fiscal  year  2013”  and  “impacts  include  reduc¬ 
tions  in  weapons  systems  sustainment  that  will  delay  necessary 
maintenance,  increase  costs,  and  take  perhaps  2  to  3  years  to  re¬ 
cover  from  repair  backlogs.”  The  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Force 
testified  that  the  Air  Force  has,  “already  ceased  operations  for  one- 
third  of  our  fighter  and  bomber  force”  and  “will  force  us  to  induct 
60  less  airplanes  and  35  less  engines  into  depots”  and  “forced  us 
to  reduce  approximately  200,000  flying  hours  in  the  last  6  months 
of  the  year”  and  to  cut  “220  energy  projects  in  facilities 
sustainment,  restoration,  and  modernization”  due  to  sequestration. 

The  committee  believes  that  sequestration  cuts  to  the  DOD  are 
arbitrary  and  irrational.  The  committee  notes  that  continued  budg¬ 
et  uncertainty  further  jeopardizes  the  DOD’s  ability  to  defend  our 
Nation.  Sequestration  cuts  increase  operational  and  strategic  risk 
by  deferring  vital  maintenance  and  cancelling  necessary  training, 
and  will  cost  the  Nation  more  over  time  to  recover  from  this  dam¬ 
age. 

Report  by  Installation  Command  on  Kwajalein  Atoll 

The  U.S.  Army  Space  and  Missile  Defense  Command  recently 
signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  have  U.S.  Army  Instal¬ 
lation  Command  maintain  certain  infrastructure  at  the  Kwajalein 
Atoll.  The  committee  is  pleased  with  bringing  the  expertise  of  the 
Installation  Command  to  help  manage  certain  aspects  of  the  Atoll’s 
infrastructure.  However,  given  the  unique  and  important  nature  of 
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test  facilities  at  the  Atoll  and  its  remoteness,  the  committee  directs 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  report  on  the  Installation  Command’s 
long-term  management  plan  for  the  Atoll.  The  report  shall  be  due 
not  later  than  April  30,  2014. 

Report  on  the  identification  of  a  hollow  force 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  implementation  of  sequestra¬ 
tion  cuts  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  as  a  result  of  the 
Budget  Control  Act  of  2011,  poses  significant  risk  to  the  readiness, 
training,  and  operational  capability  of  our  military  forces  and  the 
potential  of  a  hollow  force. 

Accordingly,  not  later  than  February  1,  2014,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  submit 
to  the  committee  a  report  on  criteria  and  means  for  identifying  the 
existence  of  a  so-called  “hollow  force”.  The  report  shall  include  a 
definition  of  what  constitutes  a  hollow  force  for  each  branch  of  the 
Armed  Forces  and  a  description  of  the  criteria  and  metrics  used  to 
assess  the  existence  and  extent  of  a  hollow  force.  The  report  shall 
also  include  for  each  military  department,  an  assessment  whether, 
and  if  so  to  what  extent,  its  operating  forces  are  hollow  as  deter¬ 
mined  using  the  above-cited  criteria  and  metrics,  and  if  such  oper¬ 
ating  forces  are  hollow,  a  mitigation  plan  to  restore  those  forces  to 
an  acceptable  level  of  readiness  such  that  they  no  longer  meet  the 
definition  of  a  hollow  force.  The  report  shall  also  explain  how  the 
Department  will  use  the  Defense  Readiness  Reporting  System  and 
other  readiness  assessment  and  reporting  systems  to  monitor  and 
manage  risk  related  to  the  hollowing  of  operating  forces. 

The  committee  notes  that  each  Quarterly  Readiness  Report  to 
Congress,  as  required  by  section  482  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  shall  include  a  description  and  explanation  for  each  service 
with  respect  to  evidence  and  management  of  risk  of  operating 
forces  becoming  or  having  become  hollow. 

The  committee  also  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  review  the 
report  required  above  and  not  later  than  March  15,  2014,  provide 
the  congressional  defense  committee  as  assessment  of  the  elements 
of  the  report  as  established  above. 

Lastly,  the  committee  notes  that  the  report  shall  be  submitted  in 
unclassified  form,  but  may  include  a  classified  annex. 

Review  of  defense  headquarters  and  combatant  command 
resources 

The  committee  notes  the  significant  growth  in  the  geographic 
combatant  commands  over  the  past  decade  and  is  concerned  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  should  take  steps  to  ensure  ade¬ 
quate  oversight  of  those  commands.  In  its  May  2013  report  titled 
“Defense  Headquarters:  DOD  Needs  to  Periodically  Review  and  Im¬ 
prove  Visibility  of  Combatant  Command  Resources”  (GAO-13-293), 
the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  found  significant 
growth  in  the  resources  being  devoted  to  the  geographic  combatant 
commands  and  weaknesses  in  the  processes  used  by  DOD  to  peri¬ 
odically  evaluate  the  size  and  structure  of  the  geographic  combat¬ 
ant  commands,  as  well  as  limitations  in  the  information  used  to 
oversee  the  commands.  The  report  also  brought  into  focus  a  long¬ 
standing  concern  of  the  committee  about  DOD’s  reporting  to  Con- 


96 


gress;  specifically,  the  report  found  that  congressional  oversight 
may  be  hampered  because  current  budget  justification  documents 
do  not  specify  the  personnel  and  budget  resources  being  devoted  to 
each  combatant  command,  among  other  limitations. 

The  trends  reported  by  the  Comptroller  General  are  concerning 
in  light  of  DOD’s  recent  efforts  to  reduce  headquarters  and  other 
overhead.  Over  the  past  decade  (excluding  U.S.  Central  Command 
due  to  the  large-scale  operations  in  that  area  of  responsibility  over 
the  period),  the  geographic  combatant  commands  authorized  posi¬ 
tions  grew  by  nearly  50  percent  and  included  more  than  10,000 
military  and  civilian  positions  in  fiscal  year  2012,  plus  an  unknown 
number  of  supporting  contractors  and  temporary  personnel.  Since 
2008,  their  supporting  service  component  commands  grew  by  about 
30  percent  to  about  7,800  authorized  positions  in  fiscal  year  2012. 
The  cost  to  operate  and  support  the  commands  has  also  ballooned. 
After  adjusting  for  inflation,  the  costs  to  operate  and  support  the 
headquarters  of  the  combatant  commands  more  than  doubled  since 
2007  and  now  totaled  more  than  $1.1  billion  annually.  Costs  to  op¬ 
erate  and  support  the  headquarters  of  the  service  component  com¬ 
mands  also  increased  substantially  since  2007  and  totaled  more 
than  $600.0  million  annually. 

GAO  made  four  recommendations  to  improve  processes  for  evalu¬ 
ating  requirements  and  provide  better  visibility  of  personnel  and 
resources.  The  committee  was  pleased  to  see  that  DOD  concurred 
with  three  of  the  four  recommendations,  including  providing  re- 
gion-by-region  resource  breakdowns  in  future  budget  justification 
documents.  However,  the  Joint  Staff  non-concurred  with  a  key  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  it  take  an  active  role  in  overseeing  the  size  and 
structure  of  the  combatant  commands,  including  periodic  reviews  to 
ensure  that  the  resources  being  devoted  to  the  commands  are  com¬ 
mensurate  with  their  assigned  missions  and  priorities. 

The  committee  urges  the  DOD  to  take  steps  to  implement  all  of 
the  recommendations  of  GAO  and  looks  forward  to  reviewing  the 
future  budget  justifications  provided  by  DOD.  If  the  Department 
concludes  that  the  Joint  Staff  is  the  wrong  entity  to  undertake 
periodic  reviews  and  ensure  that  staffing  and  resource  levels  are 
appropriate,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  to  establish  alter¬ 
native  mechanisms  for  providing  such  oversight  on  a  periodic  basis. 

Small  modular  reaction  study 

The  committee  continues  to  be  concerned  about  the  survivability, 
sustainability,  and  significant  logistical  costs  of  fuel  and  water  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  support  of  deployed  personnel  at  remote  forward 
operating  bases.  The  availability  of  deployable,  cost-effective,  regu¬ 
lated,  and  secure  small  modular  reactors  with  a  modest  output 
electrical  power  (less  than  10  megawatts)  could  improve  combat  ca¬ 
pability  and  improve  deployed  conditions  for  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD). 

The  committee  understands  the  pursuit  of  such  an  endeavor  in¬ 
vites  ample  concerns,  not  limited  to:  technical  feasibility,  policy 
oversight  and  regulation,  robust  safety  and  secure  design  features, 
logistics  and  resources,  proliferation  concerns,  life  cycle  costs,  de¬ 
ployment  policies  and  transportability,  personnel  costs,  and  lessons 
learned  from  recent  combat  operations. 
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Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  DOD  to  submit  a  report  to 
the  congressional  defense  committees  on  the  challenges,  oper¬ 
ational  requirements,  constraints,  cost,  and  life  cycle  analysis  for  a 
small  modular  reactor  of  less  than  10  megawatts  no  later  than  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  2015. 

Tungsten  rhenium  wire  for  Department  of  Defense  require¬ 
ments 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  manufacturing  of  tungsten  and 
molybdenum  powders,  including  tungsten  rhenium  (WRe)  wire,  is 
used  in  a  variety  of  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  applications. 
The  committee  is  aware  that  currently  there  are  not  suitable  sub¬ 
stitutes  available  for  WRe  wire. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  Feb¬ 
ruary  1,  2014,  with  a  determination  as  to  whether  DOD  has  a  suffi¬ 
cient  supply  of  WRe  wire  to  support  DOD  requirements.  If  not,  the 
Secretary  shall  also  submit  a  mitigation  plan  to  ensure  that  DOD 
has  a  sufficient  supply  of  WRe  wire  to  support  its  requirements. 

Unfunded  requirements  from  the  service  chiefs 

The  committee  remains  concerned,  particularly  in  light  of  seques¬ 
tration,  that  after  more  than  a  dozen  years  of  combat  operations 
and  high  operations  tempo,  backlogs  of  deferred  depot  maintenance 
remain  unexecuted.  The  committee  understands  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  (DOD)  continues  to  face  significant  challenges 
with  respect  to  competing  budget  priorities.  The  committee  notes 
that  a  continued  failure  to  address  the  depot  maintenance  backlog 
will  jeopardize  and  erode  materiel  readiness,  further  reduce  the  ex¬ 
pected  service  life  of  DOD  equipment,  increase  long-term 
sustainment  costs,  and  further  increase  strategic  risk  for  the  Na¬ 
tion. 

Despite  this  depot  maintenance  backlog,  DOD  continues  to 
underfund  critical  readiness  accounts.  In  past  years,  the  committee 
has  been  able  to  provide  additional  support  and  funding  for  DOD 
through  unfunded  requirements  lists  submitted  by  the  service 
chiefs. 

The  committee  continues  to  strongly  urge  DOD  to  identify  and 
provide  a  list  of  service-specific  unfunded  requirements  with  each 
fiscal  year’s  budget  request. 

United  States  Africa  Command 

United  States  Africa  Command  (AFRICOM)  is  the  smallest  of  the 
Department  of  Defense’s  regionally-focused  combatant  commands 
with  fewer  than  5,000  service  members  on  the  continent  of  Africa, 
54  countries  and  over  12  million  square  miles.  The  United  States 
no  longer  has  the  luxury  of  ignoring  Africa;  and  AFRICOM,  while 
still  a  relatively  new  combatant  command,  has  been  thrust  to  the 
forefront  of  our  Nation’s  security  interests.  Terrorist  groups,  includ¬ 
ing  some  affiliated  with  al  Qaeda,  are  growing  in  numbers  and  ca¬ 
pability,  and  have  expanded  their  areas  of  operation.  Many  of  our 
partners  in  the  region,  however,  still  lack  the  capacity  to  effectively 
combat  these  organizations  and  require  further  support.  AFRICOM 
will  be  a  vital  component  to  this  effort. 
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Despite  the  challenges  within  its  area  of  responsibility  and  its 
massive  size,  AFRICOM  suffers  from  persistent  resource  shortfalls. 
It  has  no  assigned  forces,  lacks  sufficient  intelligence,  surveillance 
and  reconnaissance,  and  mobility  support  to  meet  theater  require¬ 
ments,  and  must  rely  on  manpower  from  United  States  Central 
Command  and  United  States  European  Command.  This  committee 
understands  the  need  to  properly  resource  AFRICOM  and  supports 
its  efforts  to  build  partnerships  and  combat  the  terrorist  threat 
posed  by  violent  extremists  filtering  down  to  Africa  in  response  to 
successful  U.S.  and  multilateral  operations  in  other  regions. 


TITLE  IV— MILITARY  PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 


Subtitle  A — Active  Forces 


End  strengths  for  active  forces  (sec.  401) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ac¬ 
tive-duty  end  strengths  for  fiscal  year  2014,  as  shown  below: 


Service 

FY  2013  au¬ 
thorized 

FY  2014 

Change  from 

Request 

Recommendation 

FY  2014 
request 

FY  2013  author¬ 
ized 

Army  . 

.  552,100 

520,000 

520,000 

0 

-32,100 

Navy . 

.  322,700 

323,600 

323,600 

0 

900 

Marine  Corps  . 

.  197,300 

190,200 

190,200 

0 

-7,100 

Air  Force  . 

.  329,460 

327,600 

327,600 

0 

-1,860 

DOD  Total  . 

.  1,401,560 

1,361,400 

1,361,400 

0 

-40,160 

The  committee  supports  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  fiscal 
year  2014  end  strength  request  for  active  forces,  but  remains  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  impact  the  drawdown  is  having  on  service  mem¬ 
bers  and  their  families.  The  committee  urges  the  services  to  use  in¬ 
voluntary  measures  sparingly,  especially  for  those  with  significant 
years  of  service  but  who  are  not  yet  eligible  for  retirement.  The 
committee  recognizes  that  the  services  must  balance  the  need  to  re¬ 
duce  overall  end  strength  while  ensuring  the  proper  force  mix,  and 
avoiding  grade  and  occupational  disparities  where  possible,  which 
have  long-term  effects  that  can  take  years  to  correct.  In  recent 
years,  Congress  has  provided  authorities  requested  by  DOD  that 
allow  it  to  execute  the  drawdown  in  a  measured,  responsible  way. 
The  committee  expects  DOD  to  manage  the  drawdown  accordingly. 

The  committee  also  remains  concerned  about  the  impact  that  se¬ 
questration  would  have  in  2014  and  beyond  on  end  strength  levels 
for  both  the  active  and  reserve  components.  The  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  has  testified  that  the  Army  would  reduce  total  force  end 
strength  by  an  additional  100,000  soldiers  should  sequestration 
continue  beyond  2013.  The  committee  expects  that  the  other  serv¬ 
ices  may  make  reductions  in  end  strength  to  meet  Budget  Control 
Act  targets.  The  committee  expects  DOD  to  begin  planning  now  for 
how  it  would  address  end  strength  in  2014  and  beyond  should  se¬ 
questration  continue  in  order  to  mitigate  the  effects  such  potential 
reductions  in  force  would  have  on  morale,  recruiting,  and  retention. 


Subtitle  B — Reserve  Forces 


End  strengths  for  Selected  Reserve  (sec.  411) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  Se¬ 
lected  Reserve  end  strengths  for  fiscal  year  2014,  as  shown  below: 
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100 


Service 


FY  2013 
authorized 


FY  2014 


Change  from 


Request 


FY  2014 

Recommendation  request 


FY  2013  author¬ 
ized 


Army  National  Guard .  358.200  354.200  354.200  0  4.000 

Army  Reserve .  205.000  205.000  205.000  0  0 

Navy  Reserve  .  62.500  59,100  59.100  0  -3,400 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  .  39.600  39.600  39,600  0  0 

Air  National  Guard  .  105.700  105.400  105.400  0  -  300 

Air  Force  Reserve  .  70,880  70,400  70,400  0  -480 


DOD  Total  .  841,880  833,700  833,700  0  -8,180 

Coast  Guard  Reserve  .  9,000  9,000  9,000  0  0 


End  strengths  for  Reserves  on  active  duty  in  support  of  the 
reserves  (sec.  412) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
full-time  support  end  strengths  for  fiscal  year  2014,  as  shown 
below: 

FY  2014  Change  from  Service  FY  2013  authorized  Request  Rec¬ 
ommendation  FY  2014  FY  2013  request  authorized 


FY  2014  Change  from 

FY  2013  -  - 

autl,orized  Request  Recommendation  FY  ZOl^author- 


Army  National  Guard .  32,060  32,060  32,060  0  0 

Army  Reserve .  16,277  16,261  16,261  0  -16 

Navy  Reserve  .  10,114  10,159  10,159  0  45 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  .  2,261  2,261  2,261  0  0 

Air  National  Guard  .  14,765  14,734  14,734  0  -31 

Air  Force  Reserve  .  2,888  2,911  2,911  0  23 


DOD  Total  .  78,365  78,386  78,386  0  21 


End  strengths  for  military  technicians  (dual  status)  (sec. 

413) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  the 
minimum  number  of  military  technicians  (dual  status)  for  the  re¬ 
serve  components  of  the  Army  and  Air  Force  for  fiscal  year  2014, 
as  shown  below: 


FY  2014  Change  from 

FY  2013  -  - 

a“tl,orized  Request  Recommendation  FY  ZOl^author- 


Army  National  Guard .  27,210  27,210  27,210  0  0 

Army  Reserve .  8,395  8,395  8,395  0  0 

Air  National  Guard  .  22,180  21,875  21,875  0  -305 

Air  Force  Reserve  .  10,400  10,429  10,429  0  29 


DOD  Total  .  68,185  67,909  67,909  0  -276 


Fiscal  year  2014  limitation  on  number  of  non-dual  status 
technicians  (sec.  414) 


The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  lim¬ 
its  on  the  number  of  non-dual  status  technicians  who  may  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  2014,  as  shown 
below: 
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Service 


FY  2013 
authorized 


FY  2014 


Change  from 


Request 


FY  2014 

Recommendation  request 


FY  2013  author¬ 
ized 


Army  National  Guard .  1,600  1,600  1,600  0  0 

Air  National  Guard  .  350  350  350  0  0 

Army  Reserve .  595  595  595  0  0 

Air  Force  Reserve  .  90  90  90  0  0 


DOD  Total 


2,635  2,635  2,635 


0 


Maximum  number  of  reserve  personnel  authorized  to  be  on 
active  duty  for  operational  support  (sec.  415) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  lim¬ 
its  on  the  number  of  reserve  personnel  authorized  to  be  on  active 
duty  for  operational  support  under  section  115(b)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  for  fiscal  year  2014,  as  shown  below: 

FY  2014  Change  from 

Service  ^ 2013  -  - 

auttarized  Request  Recommendatien  "  2“r- 


Army  National  Guard .  17,000  17,000  17,000  0  0 

Army  Reserve .  13,000  13,000  13,000  0  0 

Navy  Reserve  .  6,200  6,200  6,200  0  0 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  .  3,000  3,000  3,000  0  0 

Air  National  Guard  .  16,000  16,000  16,000  0  0 

Air  Force  Reserve  .  14,000  14,000  14,000  0  0 


DOD  Total  .  69,200  69,200  69,200  0  0 


Subtitle  C — Authorizations  of  Appropriations 
Military  personnel  (sec.  421) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  military  personnel  at  the  levels  identified  in  sec¬ 
tion  4401  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Budget  Item 
Military  personnel  funding  changes 

The  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  military  personnel 
programs  in  section  421  of  this  Act  includes  the  following  changes 
from  the  budget  request: 

[Changes  in  millions  of  dollars] 


Permanent  Change  of  Station  travel  funding  .  —  150.0 

Undistributed  reduction  related  to  pace  of  drawdown  .  —  120.0 

Total .  -270.0 


The  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $150.0  million  in  Mili¬ 
tary  Personnel  funding  to  reflect  the  recent  trend  of  the  services 
underexecuting  their  Permanent  Change  of  Station  (PCS)  travel 
funding  due  to  efficiencies  resulting  from  longer  tour  lengths,  fewer 
moves,  and  lower  disbursement  rates.  The  committee  expects  the 
services  to  continue  to  achieve  efficiencies  in  their  PCS  travel  pro¬ 
grams,  particularly  as  the  Department  fully  implements  the  con¬ 
solidated  travel  reform  enacted  in  the  National  Defense  Authoriza¬ 
tion  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Public  Law  112-81). 


102 


The  committee  also  recommends  a  decrease  of  $120.0  million  in 
Military  Personnel  funding  to  reflect  the  services’  underexecution 
in  various  accounts  relating  to  the  drawdown  and  the  redeployment 
of  forces  from  Afghanistan,  including  lower  officer  and  enlisted  av¬ 
erage  strengths,  subsistence  costs,  and  lower  than  budgeted  deploy¬ 
ment  costs. 


TITLE  V— MILITARY  PERSONNEL  POLICY 

Subtitle  A — Officer  Personnel  Policy  Generally 

Service  credit  for  cyberspace  experience  or  advanced  edu¬ 
cation  upon  original  appointment  as  a  commissioned  of¬ 
ficer  (sec.  501) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  533  of  title  10,  United  Sates  Code,  to  authorize  service  secre¬ 
taries  to  award  constructive  service  credit  upon  original  appoint¬ 
ment  as  a  commissioned  officer  for  special  experience  or  training 
in  certain  cyberspace-related  fields  and  for  periods  of  advanced 
education  in  certain  cyberspace-related  fields  beyond  the  bacca¬ 
laureate  degree  level.  Constructive  service  credited  under  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  limited  to  1  year  for  each  year  of  special  experience,  train¬ 
ing,  or  advanced  education,  and  3  years  total  of  constructive  service 
credit. 


Subtitle  B — Reserve  Component  Management 

Information  to  be  provided  to  boards  considering  officers 
for  selective  early  removal  from  the  reserve  active-sta¬ 
tus  list  (sec.  506) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  14704(a)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  require  service  sec¬ 
retaries  to  specify  the  number  of  officers  that  a  selection  board  may 
recommend  for  removal  from  the  reserve  active-status  list,  and  to 
require  the  secretary  to  submit  a  list  of  officers  to  the  selection 
board  that  includes  each  officer  on  the  reserve  active-status  list  in 
the  same  grade  and  competitive  category  in  the  zone  of  consider¬ 
ation  except  for  officers  who  have  been  approved  for  voluntary  re¬ 
tirement  or  who  will  be  involuntarily  retired.  This  would  align  the 
statutory  procedures  for  a  board  convened  to  consider  officers  with 
sufficient  qualifying  service  for  early  removal  from  the  reserve  ac¬ 
tive-status  list  with  the  procedures  required  for  an  active-duty  se¬ 
lective  early  retirement  board. 

Removal  of  restrictions  on  the  transfer  of  officers  between 
the  active  and  inactive  National  Guard  (sec.  507) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
transfer  of  officers  of  the  Army  and  Air  National  Guard  from  the 
Selected  Reserve  to  the  inactive  National  Guard  and  from  the  inac¬ 
tive  National  Guard  to  the  Selected  Reserve  during  the  period  end¬ 
ing  on  December  31,  2016.  This  authority  currently  exists  for  en¬ 
listed  members  of  the  Army  and  Air  National  Guard. 


(103) 
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Limitation  on  certain  cancellations  of  deployment  of  reserve 
component  units  within  180  days  of  scheduled  date  of 
deployment  (sec.  508) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  personally  approve  of  any  decision  to  cancel 
the  deployment  of  a  reserve  component  unit  within  180  days  of  its 
scheduled  deployment  date  when  an  active-duty  unit  would  be  sent 
instead  to  perform  the  same  mission,  and  to  notify  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  and  Governors  concerned  whenever  such 
a  decision  is  made. 

The  committee  notes  with  displeasure  the  decision  of  the  Army 
in  March  2013  to  cancel  the  deployment  of  four  National  Guard 
units  from  Indiana  for  missions  in  the  Horn  of  Africa  and  the  Sinai 
Peninsula  and  replace  them  with  active  component  forces  for  the 
purpose  of  addressing  a  fiscal  year  2013  budget  shortfall.  Two  of 
these  units,  approximately  500  people,  were  within  6  weeks  of  de¬ 
parture,  and  the  remaining  two  units  were  within  90  days  of  depar¬ 
ture.  All  units  had  been  mobilized  in  October  2012  and  had  been 
preparing  for  the  mission  since  that  time. 

The  Army  described  this  as  a  “short  fuse  decision,”  but  its  impact 
has  been  wide  ranging  on  the  National  Guard  in  Indiana  and  the 
communities  that  support  these  service  members.  Over  1,000  fami¬ 
lies  lost  access  to  TRICARE  benefits,  after  all  had  been  enrolled  in 
the  TRICARE  Early  Eligibility  Program  180  days  ahead  of  their 
scheduled  deployment  date.  Additionally,  many  service  members 
made  financial  decisions  and  commitments  based  on  the  projected 
pay  and  benefits  that  accompany  a  year-long  deployment.  Students 
missed  deadlines  to  apply  for  financial  aid  because  they  expected 
to  be  deployed.  Some  service  members  had  already  terminated 
leases.  Moreover,  these  units  will  be  placed  at  the  bottom  of  rota¬ 
tion  for  future  deployments,  and  will  have  lost  a  year  of  eligibility 
for  deployment. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  this  type  of  decision  indicates 
a  disregard  for  the  preparation  of  reserve  component  forces  for  de¬ 
ployment  and  the  impact  that  a  last-minute  cancellation  of  deploy¬ 
ment,  for  reasons  other  than  a  change  in  mission  requirements,  can 
have  on  morale,  retention,  and  training.  This  provision  is  not  in¬ 
tended  to  limit  the  flexibility  of  the  Army  to  cancel  the  deployment 
of  reserve  component  forces  for  the  purpose  of  replacing  them  with 
active  component  units,  but  rather  to  ensure  that  strategic  thought 
is  given  to  reserve  component  mobilization  and  the  determination 
to  cancel  a  deployment. 

National  Guard  Youth  Challenge  Program  (sec.  509) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  509  of  title  32,  United  States  Code,  to  require  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  use  the  National  Guard  to  conduct  the  National 
Guard  Youth  Challenge  Program;  and  require  the  Chief  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  Bureau  to  conduct  the  program  in  such  states  as  the 
Chief  considers  appropriate,  to  prescribe  the  standards  and  proce¬ 
dures  for  selecting  program  participants,  and  to  submit  a  report  to 
Congress  annually  on  the  program. 
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Subtitle  C — General  Service  Authorities 

Expansion  and  enhancement  of  authorities  relating  to  pro¬ 
tected  communications  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
and  prohibited  retaliatory  actions  (sec.  511) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1034  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  enhance  protections  for 
military  whistleblowers. 

Enhancement  of  protection  of  rights  of  conscience  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  chaplains  of  such  mem¬ 
bers  (sec.  512) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  533  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  require  the  armed  forces  to  accom¬ 
modate  individual  expressions  of  belief  of  service  members  unless 
such  expressions  could  have  an  adverse  impact  on  military  readi¬ 
ness,  unit  cohesion,  and  good  order  and  discipline. 

Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  reports  on  com¬ 
pliance  with  requirements  for  the  protection  of  rights  of 
conscience  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  their 
chaplains  (sec.  513) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  (DOD  IG)  to  assess  and 
report  to  Congress  on  the  compliance  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
with  regulations  promulgated  under  section  533  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112- 
239),  within  180  days  of  promulgation.  The  provision  would  also  re¬ 
quire  the  DOD  IG  to  investigate  the  Department’s  and  the  services’ 
compliance  with  those  regulations  with  respect  to  adverse  per¬ 
sonnel  actions  within  18  months  of  promulgating  the  regulations. 

Subtitle  D — Member  Education  and  Training 

Authority  for  joint  professional  military  education  Phase  II 
instruction  and  credit  to  be  offered  and  awarded 
through  senior-level  course  of  School  of  Advanced  Mili¬ 
tary  Studies  of  the  United  States  Army  Command  and 
General  Staff  College  (sec.  521) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  2151(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  authorize  the  School 
of  Advanced  Military  Studies  senior-level  course  at  the  Army  Com¬ 
mand  and  General  Staff  College  to  offer  joint  professional  military 
education  Phase  II  instruction  and  credit. 

Authority  for  Uniformed  Services  University  of  the  Health 
Sciences  to  support  undergraduate  and  other  medical 
education  and  training  programs  for  military  medical 
personnel  (sec.  522) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tions  2112(a)  and  2113  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
greater  flexibility  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  through  the  Uni¬ 
formed  Services  University  of  the  Health  Sciences  (USUHS),  to  ac- 
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cess  existing  federal  resources  outside  of  the  National  Capital  Re¬ 
gion  and  to  enable  the  USUHS  to  grant  undergraduate  degrees, 
certificates,  and  certifications  in  addition  to  advanced  degrees. 

Expansion  of  eligibility  for  associate  degree  programs  under 
the  Community  College  of  the  Air  Force  (sec.  523) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  9315(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  authorize  the  Com¬ 
munity  College  of  the  Air  Force  to  award  associate  degrees  to  en¬ 
listed  members  of  services  other  than  the  Air  Force  who  participate 
in  joint-service  medical  training  and  education  or  instructors  in 
such  joint-service  medical  training  and  education. 

Additional  requirements  for  approval  of  educational  pro¬ 
grams  for  purposes  of  certain  educational  assistance 
under  laws  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
(sec.  524) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  a 
new  section  2006a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  require  that 
educational  institutions  participating  in  certain  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  education  assistance  programs  enter  into  and  comply  with 
program  participation  agreements  under  title  IV  of  the  Higher 
Education  Act,  and  to  meet  certain  other  standards.  The  provision 
would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  waive  these  require¬ 
ments  in  certain  cases. 

Enhancement  of  mechanisms  to  correlate  skills  and  training 
for  military  occupational  specialties  with  skills  and 
training  required  for  civilian  certifications  and  licenses 
(sec.  525) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
service  secretaries  to  make  information  on  civilian  credentialing  op¬ 
portunities  available  to  members  of  the  armed  forces  during  all 
stages  of  their  military  occupational  specialty  training.  The  provi¬ 
sion  would  also  require  the  service  secretaries  to  provide  informa¬ 
tion  on  military  course  training  curricula,  syllabi,  and  materials, 
levels  of  military  advancement  attained,  and  professional  skills  de¬ 
veloped  by  service  members,  to  civilian  credentialing  agencies  and 
entities  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs,  or  by  state 
approving  agencies,  for  the  purposes  of  the  administration  of  edu¬ 
cation  benefits  under  the  purview  of  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Af¬ 
fairs. 

Coverage  of  military  occupational  specialties  relating  to 
military  information  technology  under  pilot  program  on 
receipt  of  civilian  credentials  for  skills  required  for 
military  occupational  specialties  (sec.  526) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  that 
the  military  occupational  specialties  designated  for  the  purposes  of 
the  pilot  program  on  receipt  of  civilian  credentials  authorized  by 
section  558  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2012  (Public  Law  112-81)  include  those  specialties  relating  to 
the  military  information  technology  workforce. 
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Sense  of  Senate  on  the  Troops-to-Teachers  Program  (sec. 
527) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  to  strongly  urge  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  en¬ 
sure  that  the  Troops-to-Teachers  Program  is  a  priority  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  commitment  to  the  higher  education  of  members  of  the 
armed  forces,  and  to  provide  funds  to  the  Troops-to-Teacher  Pro¬ 
gram  in  order  to  help  separating  members  of  the  armed  forces  and 
veterans  who  wish  to  transition  into  a  teaching  career. 

Conforming  amendment  relating  to  renaming  of  North 
Georgia  College  and  State  University  as  University  of 
North  Georgia  (sec.  528) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  para¬ 
graph  (6)  of  section  2111a(f)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to 
change  the  name  of  North  Georgia  College  and  State  University  to 
University  of  North  Georgia  to  reflect  the  name  change  of  this  in¬ 
stitution. 

Subtitle  E — Sexual  Assault  Prevention  and  Response  and 
Military  Justice  Matters 

Part  I — Sexual  Assault  Prevention  and  Response 

Prohibition  on  service  in  the  Armed  Forces  by  individuals 
who  have  been  convicted  of  certain  sexual  offenses  (sec. 
531) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  chap¬ 
ter  37  of  title  10,  United  States  Code  to  prohibit  the  commissioning 
or  enlistment  in  the  armed  forces  of  individuals  who  have  been  con¬ 
victed  of  felony  offenses  of  rape  or  sexual  assault,  forcible  sodomy, 
incest,  or  of  an  attempt  to  commit  these  offenses. 

Temporary  administrative  reassignment  or  removal  of  a 
member  of  the  Armed  Forces  on  active  duty  who  is  ac¬ 
cused  of  committing  a  sexual  assault  or  related  offense 
(sec.  532) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  chap¬ 
ter  39  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  authorize  service  secre¬ 
taries  to  provide  guidance  for  commanders  regarding  their  author¬ 
ity  to  make  a  timely  determination  and  to  take  action  regarding 
whether  a  service  member  serving  on  active  duty  who  is  alleged  to 
have  committed  specified  sexual  offenses  under  the  Uniform  Code 
of  Military  Justice  should  be  temporarily  reassigned  or  removed 
from  a  position  of  authority  or  from  an  assignment,  not  as  a  puni¬ 
tive  measure,  but  solely  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  good  order 
and  discipline  within  the  unit. 

Issuance  of  regulations  applicable  to  the  Coast  Guard  re¬ 
garding  consideration  of  request  for  permanent  change 
of  station  or  unit  transfer  by  victim  of  sexual  assault 
(sec.  533) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  673(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  clarify  that  the  re- 
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quirement  for  timely  determination  and  action  on  an  application  by 
a  victim  of  certain  sexual  offenses  for  a  change  of  station  or  unit 
transfer  applies  to  the  Coast  Guard. 

Inclusion  and  command  review  of  information  on  sexual-re¬ 
lated  offenses  in  personnel  service  records  of  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces  (sec.  534) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  that 
substantiated  complaints  of  a  sexual-related  offense  resulting  in  a 
court-martial  conviction,  non-judicial  punishment,  or  administra¬ 
tive  action  be  noted  in  the  service  record  of  the  service  member,  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  member’s  grade.  The  provision  would  also  require 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  prescribe  regulations  requiring  com¬ 
manders  to  review  the  history  of  substantiated  sexual  offenses  of 
service  members  permanently  assigned  to  the  commander’s  facility, 
installation,  or  unit. 

Enhanced  responsibilities  of  Sexual  Assault  Prevention  and 
Response  Office  for  Department  of  Defense  sexual  as¬ 
sault  prevention  and  response  program  (sec.  535) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1611(b)  of  the  Ike  Skelton  National  Defense  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (10  U.S.C.  1561  note)  to  require  the  Director 
of  the  Sexual  Assault  Prevention  and  Response  Office  (the  Director) 
to:  (1)  oversee  development  and  implementation  of  the  comprehen¬ 
sive  policy  for  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  sexual  assault 
prevention  and  response  program;  (2)  serve  as  the  single  point  of 
authority,  accountability,  and  oversight  for  the  sexual  assault  pre¬ 
vention  and  response  program;  (3)  undertake  responsibility  for  the 
oversight  of  the  implementation  of  the  sexual  assault  prevention 
and  response  program  by  the  armed  forces;  (4)  collect  and  maintain 
data  of  the  military  departments  on  sexual  assault;  (5)  provide 
oversight  to  ensure  that  the  military  departments  maintain  docu¬ 
ments  relating  to  allegations  and  complaints  of  sexual  assault  in¬ 
volving  service  members  and  courts -martial  or  trials  of  service 
members  for  sexual  assault  offenses;  (6)  act  as  a  liaison  between 
DOD  and  other  federal  and  state  agencies  on  programs  and  efforts 
relating  to  sexual  assault  prevention  and  response;  (7)  oversee  de¬ 
velopment  of  strategic  program  guidance  and  joint  planning  objec¬ 
tives  for  resources  in  support  of  the  sexual  assault  prevention  and 
response  program,  and  make  recommendations  on  modifications  to 
policy,  law,  and  regulations  needed  to  ensure  the  continuing  avail¬ 
ability  of  such  resources;  and  (8)  provide  the  Secretary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Veterans  Affairs  (VA)  any  records  or  documents  on 
sexual  assault  in  the  armed  forces,  including  restricted  reports 
with  the  approval  of  the  individuals  who  filed  such  reports,  that 
are  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  administration  of  the  laws  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  VA. 

The  provision  would  amend  subtitle  A  of  title  XVI  of  the  Ike 
Skelton  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011 
(10  U.S.C.  1561  note)  to  require  the  Director  to  collect  and  main¬ 
tain  data  from  the  services  on  sexual  assaults  involving  service 
members  and  to  develop  metrics  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of, 
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and  compliance  with,  the  training  and  awareness  objectives  on  sex¬ 
ual  assault  and  prevention. 

The  provision  would  also  amend  section  1631(f)  of  the  Ike  Skel¬ 
ton  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (10 
U.S.C.  1561  note)  to  require  the  service  secretaries  to  include  in 
the  case  synopsis  portion  of  the  annual  report  regarding  sexual  as¬ 
saults  involving  members  of  the  armed  forces  the  unit  of  each  serv¬ 
ice  member  accused  of  committing  a  sexual  assault  and  the  unit  of 
each  service  member  who  is  a  victim  of  a  sexual  assault. 

Comprehensive  review  of  adequacy  of  training  for  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces  on  sexual  assault  prevention  and 
response  (sec.  536) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  the  adequacy  of:  (1)  the  training 
provided  to  service  members  on  sexual  assault  prevention  and  re¬ 
sponse,  and  (2)  the  training,  qualifications,  and  experience  of  each 
service  member  and  Department  of  Defense  civilian  employee  as¬ 
signed  to  a  position  that  includes  responsibility  for  sexual  assault 
prevention  and  response.  The  provision  would  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  take  appropriate  corrective  action  to  address  any  defi¬ 
ciencies  identified  during  these  reviews  and  to  report  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  not  later  than  120  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  on  the  findings  and  responsive  action,  including  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  legislative  action,  on  the  adequacy  of  the  train¬ 
ing,  qualifications,  and  experience  of  each  service  member  and  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  civilian  employee  assigned  to  a  position  that 
includes  responsibility  for  sexual  assault  prevention  and  response. 

Availability  of  Sexual  Assault  Response  Coordinators  for 
members  of  the  National  Guard  and  the  Reserves  (sec. 
537) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  serv¬ 
ice  secretaries  to  ensure  that  each  member  of  the  National  Guard 
or  Reserve  who  is  the  victim  of  a  sexual  assault  either  during  the 
performance  of  duties  as  a  member  of  the  National  Guard  or  Re¬ 
serve,  or  is  a  victim  of  a  sexual  assault  by  another  member  of  the 
Guard  or  Reserve,  has  access  to  a  Sexual  Assault  Response  Coordi¬ 
nator  not  later  than  2  business  days  following  a  request  for  such 
assistance. 

Retention  of  certain  forms  in  connection  with  Restricted 
Reports  and  Unrestricted  Reports  on  sexual  assault  in¬ 
volving  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  (sec.  538) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  577(a)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  require  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  to  ensure  that  copies  of  Department  of  Defense  Forms  2910 
and  2911  filed  in  connection  with  Restricted  Reports  and  Unre¬ 
stricted  Reports  of  sexual  assault  are  retained  for  the  longer  of  50 
years  or  the  period  that  such  forms  are  required  to  be  retained  pur¬ 
suant  to  Department  of  Defense  Directives. 
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Special  Victims’  Counsel  for  victims  of  sexual  assault  com¬ 
mitted  by  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  (sec.  539) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
service  secretaries  to  implement  a  program  to  provide  a  Special 
Victims’  Counsel  to  service  members  who  are  victims  of  a  sexual 
assault  committed  by  a  member  of  the  armed  forces.  The  Special 
Victims’  Counsel  would  provide  legal  advice  and  assistance  to  the 
victim  in  connection  with  criminal  and  civil  legal  matters  related 
to  the  sexual  assault. 

Sense  of  Congress  on  commanding  officer  responsibility  for 
command  climate  free  of  retaliation  (sec.  540) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  Congress  that:  (1)  commanding  officers  are  responsible  for 
establishing  a  command  climate  in  which  sexual  assault  allegations 
are  properly  managed  and  fairly  evaluated  and  a  victim  can  report 
criminal  activity,  including  sexual  assault,  without  fear  of  retalia¬ 
tion,  including  ostracism  and  group  pressure  from  other  members 
of  the  command;  (2)  the  failure  of  commanding  officers  to  maintain 
such  a  command  climate  is  an  appropriate  basis  for  relief  from 
their  command  positions;  and  (3)  senior  officers  should  evaluate 
subordinate  commanding  officers  on  their  performance  in  estab¬ 
lishing  a  command  climate  free  of  retaliation. 

Commanding  officer  action  on  reports  on  sexual  offenses  in¬ 
volving  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  (sec.  541) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  com¬ 
manding  officers  to  immediately  refer  to  the  appropriate  military 
criminal  investigation  organization  reports  of  sexual-related  of¬ 
fenses  involving  service  members  in  the  commander’s  chain  of  com¬ 
mand. 

Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  investigation  of 
allegations  of  retaliatory  personnel  actions  taken  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  making  protected  communications  regarding 
sexual  assault  (sec.  542) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1034(c)(2)(A)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  require  the  In¬ 
spector  General  to  review  and  investigate  allegations  of  retaliatory 
personnel  actions  for  making  a  protected  communication  regarding 
violations  of  law  or  regulation  that  prohibit  rape,  sexual  assault,  or 
other  sexual  misconduct. 

Advancement  of  submittal  deadline  for  report  of  inde¬ 
pendent  panel  on  assessment  of  military  response  sys¬ 
tems  to  sexual  assault  (sec.  543) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  576(c)(1)(B)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fis¬ 
cal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  provide  that  the  panel  es¬ 
tablished  to  conduct  an  independent  review  and  assessment  of  the 
systems  used  to  investigate,  prosecute,  and  adjudicate  crimes  in¬ 
volving  sexual  assault  and  related  offenses  under  the  Uniform 
Code  of  Military  Justice  would  terminate  no  later  than  one  year 
after  the  first  meeting  of  the  panel. 
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Assessment  of  clemency  in  the  military  justice  system  and  of 
database  of  alleged  offenders  of  sexual  assault  as  addi¬ 
tional  duties  of  independent  panel  on  review  and  assess¬ 
ment  of  systems  to  respond  to  sexual  assault  cases  (sec. 
544) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  576(d)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  require  the  panel  established 
to  conduct  an  independent  review  and  assessment  of  the  systems 
used  to  investigate,  prosecute,  and  adjudicate  crimes  involving 
adult  sexual  assault  and  related  offenses  under  the  Uniform  Code 
of  Military  Justice  to  also  include  an  assessment  of:  (1)  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  clemency  provided  in  the  military  and  civilian  systems, 
the  appropriateness  of  clemency  proceedings  in  the  military  sys¬ 
tem,  the  manner  in  which  clemency  is  used  in  the  military  system, 
and  whether  clemency  in  the  military  justice  system  could  be  re¬ 
served  until  the  end  of  the  military  appeals  process;  and  (2)  the 
means  by  which  the  name,  if  known,  and  other  necessary  identi¬ 
fying  information  of  an  alleged  offender  that  is  collected  as  part  of 
a  restricted  report  of  a  sexual  assault  could  be  compiled  into  a  pro¬ 
tected,  searchable  database  accessible  only  to  military  criminal  in¬ 
vestigators,  Sexual  Assault  Response  Coordinators,  or  other  appro¬ 
priate  personnel  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  subjects  of  multiple 
accusations  of  sexual  assault  and  encouraging  victims  to  make  an 
unrestricted  report  to  facilitate  increased  prosecution  of  serial  of¬ 
fenders. 

Assessment  of  provisions  and  proposed  provisions  of  law  on 
sexual  assault  prevention  and  response  as  additional 
duties  of  independent  panels  for  review  and  assessment 
of  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  and  judicial  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  sexual  assault  cases  (sec.  545) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  576(d)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  require  the  panel  established 
to  conduct  an  independent  review  and  assessment  of  the  systems 
used  to  investigate,  prosecute,  and  adjudicate  crimes  involving 
adult  sexual  assault  and  related  offenses  under  the  Uniform  Code 
of  Military  Justice  to  assess:  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  the  provisions 
of  law  on  sexual  assault  prevention  and  response  in  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014;  and  (2)  the  poten¬ 
tial  effectiveness  of  the  provisions  of  law  on  sexual  assault  preven¬ 
tion  and  response  that  were  offered  but  not  adopted  during  the 
markup  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  bill  to 
enact  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 

The  provision  would  also  require  the  panel  established  to  conduct 
an  independent  review  and  assessment  of  judicial  proceedings  con¬ 
ducted  under  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (UCMJ)  involv¬ 
ing  adult  sexual  assault  and  related  offenses  to:  (1)  monitor  and  as¬ 
sess  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  law  on  judicial  pro¬ 
ceedings  in  connection  with  sexual  assault  in  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014;  and  (2)  assess  the  potential 
effectiveness  of  provisions  of  law  on  judicial  proceedings  that  were 
offered  but  not  adopted  during  the  markup  by  the  Senate  Com- 
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mittee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  bill  to  enact  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 

Assessment  of  compensation  and  restitution  of  victims  of  of¬ 
fenses  under  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  as  ad¬ 
ditional  duty  of  independent  panel  on  review  and  as¬ 
sessment  of  judicial  proceedings  of  sexual  assault  cases 
(sec.  546) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  576(d)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  require  the  panel  established 
to  conduct  an  independent  review  and  assessment  of  judicial  pro¬ 
ceedings  conducted  under  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice 
(UCMJ)  involving  adult  sexual  assault  and  related  offenses  to  as¬ 
sess  the  adequacy  of  the  provision  of  compensation  and  restitution 
for  victims  of  offenses  under  the  UCMJ  and  to  develop  rec¬ 
ommendations  on  expanding  such  compensation  and  restitution. 

Part  II — Related  Military  Justice  Matters 

Elimination  of  five-year  statute  of  limitations  on  trial  by 
court-martial  for  additional  offenses  involving  sex-re¬ 
lated  crimes  (sec.  551) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  Arti¬ 
cle  43  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  843  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code)  to  eliminate  the  5-year  statute  of  limita¬ 
tions  on  trial  by  court-martial  for  sexual  assault  and  sexual  assault 
of  a  child. 

Review  of  decisions  not  to  refer  charges  of  certain  sexual  of¬ 
fenses  to  trial  by  court-martial  (sec.  552) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  re¬ 
view  of  decisions  not  to  refer  charges  of  rape  or  sexual  assault,  forc¬ 
ible  sodomy,  or  attempts  to  commit  these  offenses  to  trial  by  court- 
martial.  In  any  case  in  which  the  staff  judge  advocate  recommends 
that  the  charges  be  referred  to  trial  by  court-martial  and  the  con¬ 
vening  authority  decides  not  to  refer  the  charges  to  trial  by  court- 
martial,  the  convening  authority  would  be  required  to  forward  the 
case  file  to  the  service  secretary  for  review.  In  cases  where  the  staff 
judge  advocate  recommends  that  the  charges  not  be  referred  to 
trial  by  court-martial  and  the  convening  authority  agrees,  the  con¬ 
vening  authority  would  be  required  to  forward  the  case  file  to  a  su¬ 
perior  commander  authorized  to  exercise  general  court-martial  con¬ 
vening  authority  for  review. 

Defense  counsel  interview  of  complaining  witnesses  in  pres¬ 
ence  of  trial  counsel  or  outside  counsel  (sec.  553) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  Arti¬ 
cle  46  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  846  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code)  to  require  that,  upon  notice  by  trial  coun¬ 
sel  to  defense  counsel  that  trial  counsel  intends  to  call  a  com¬ 
plaining  witness  to  testify  at  an  investigation  under  Article  32, 
Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  842  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code)  or  court-martial,  the  defense  counsel  must  make  all 
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requests  to  interview  the  complaining  witness  through  the  trial 
counsel,  and,  if  requested  by  the  complaining  witness,  the  defense 
counsel  interview  shall  take  place  only  in  the  presence  of  the  trial 
counsel,  counsel  for  the  witness,  or  outside  counsel. 

Mandatory  discharge  or  dismissal  for  certain  sex-related  of¬ 
fenses  under  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  and 
trial  of  such  offenses  by  general  courts-martial  (sec.  554) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  Arti¬ 
cle  56  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (UCMJ)  (section  856 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code)  to  require  that  the  punishment  for 
convictions  of  violations  of  Articles  120,  120b,  or  125  of  the  Uni¬ 
form  Code  of  Military  Justice  (sections  920,  920b,  or  925  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code),  include,  at  a  minimum,  a  dismissal  or  dishon¬ 
orable  discharge.  The  provision  would  also  amend  Article  18  of  the 
Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  818  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code)  to  provide  that  only  general  courts-martial  have  juris¬ 
diction  over  charges  of  violations  of  articles  120,  120b,  or  125  of  the 
UCMJ. 

Limitation  on  authority  of  convening  authority  to  modify 
findings  of  a  court-martial  (sec.  555) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  article 
60  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  860  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code)  to  limit  the  authority  of  a  convening  authority 
to  modify  the  findings  of  a  court-martial  to  qualified  offenses  for 
which  the  maximum  sentence  of  confinement  that  could  be  ad¬ 
judged  does  not  exceed  1  year  and  the  sentence  adjudged  by  the 
court-martial  does  not  include  a  punitive  discharge  or  confinement 
for  more  than  6  months.  Qualified  offenses  do  not  include  offenses 
under  Articles  120,  120a,  120b,  and  120c  of  the  Uniform  Code  of 
Military  Justice  (sections  920,  920a,  920b,  and  920c  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code). 

The  provision  would  also  require  the  convening  authority  to  ex¬ 
plain,  in  writing,  any  action  to  modify  the  findings  or  sentence  of 
a  court-martial  and  require  the  written  explanation  to  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record  of  trial. 

Participation  by  complaining  witnesses  in  clemency  phase 
of  courts-martial  process  (sec.  556) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  Arti¬ 
cle  60(b)  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  860(b)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code)  to:  (1)  afford  a  complaining  witness 
an  opportunity  to  respond  to  any  clemency  matters  submitted  by 
an  accused  to  the  convening  authority  that  refer  to  the  complaining 
witness;  (2)  afford  a  complaining  witness  an  opportunity  to  submit 
matters  to  the  convening  authority  in  any  case  in  which  findings 
and  sentence  have  been  adjudged  for  an  offense  involving  the  com¬ 
plaining  witness;  and  (3)  prohibit  the  convening  authority  from 
considering  matters  that  go  to  the  character  of  a  complaining  wit¬ 
ness  unless  the  matters  were  presented  at  the  court-martial. 
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Secretary  of  Defense  report  on  modifications  to  the  Uniform 
Code  of  Military  Justice  to  prohibit  sexual  acts  and  con¬ 
tacts  between  military  instructors  and  trainees  (sec. 
557) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  a  report  on 
whether  legislative  action  is  required  to  modify  the  Uniform  Code 
of  Military  Justice  (chapter  47  of  title  10,  United  States  Code)  to 
prohibit  sexual  acts  and  contacts  between  military  instructors  and 
their  trainees. 

Sense  of  Senate  on  disposition  of  charges  involving  certain 
sexual  misconduct  offenses  under  the  Uniform  Code  of 
Military  Justice  through  courts-martial  (sec.  558) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  charges  of  rape,  sexual  assault,  forcible 
sodomy,  or  attempts  to  commit  these  offenses  should  be  disposed 
of  by  court-martial  rather  than  by  non-judicial  punishment  or  ad¬ 
ministrative  action,  and  that  the  disposition  authority  should  in¬ 
clude  in  the  case  file  a  justification  in  any  case  where  these  charges 
are  disposed  of  by  non-judicial  punishment  or  administrative  ac¬ 
tion. 

Sense  of  Senate  on  the  discharge  in  lieu  of  court-martial  of 
members  of  the  Armed  Forces  who  commit  sexual-re¬ 
lated  offenses  (sec.  559) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that:  (1)  the  armed  forces  should  be  sparing  in 
discharging  in  lieu  of  court-martial  service  members  who  have  com¬ 
mitted  rape,  sexual  assault,  forcible  sodomy,  or  attempts  to  commit 
such  offenses,  and  should  do  so  only  when  the  facts  of  the  case 
clearly  warrant  such  discharge;  (2)  whenever  possible,  victims  of 
these  offenses  should  be  consulted  about  the  discharge  of  the  serv¬ 
ice  member;  (3)  commanding  officers  should  consider  the  views  of 
these  victims  when  determining  whether  to  discharge  service  mem¬ 
bers  in  lieu  of  court-martial;  and  (4)  discharges  of  service  members 
in  lieu  of  court-martial  for  the  specified  offenses  should  be  charac¬ 
terized  as  Other  Than  Honorable. 

Part  III — Other  Military  Justice  and  Legal  Matters 

Modification  of  eligibility  for  appointment  as  Judge  on  the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Armed  Forces 
(sec.  561) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  Arti¬ 
cle  142  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  942  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code)  to  authorize  appointment  of  former  com¬ 
missioned  officers  of  a  regular  component  of  an  armed  force  as 
judges  on  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Armed  Forces. 
However,  these  former  officers  may  not  be  appointed  as  a  judge  of 
the  court  within  seven  years  after  relief  from  active  duty. 
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Repeal  of  the  offense  of  consensual  sodomy  under  the  Uni¬ 
form  Code  of  Military  Justice  (sec.  562) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  Arti¬ 
cle  125  of  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (section  925  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code)  to  prohibit  forcible  sodomy  and  bestiality. 

Prohibition  of  retaliation  against  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  for  reporting  a  criminal  offense  (sec.  563) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  prescribe  regulations,  not  later  than  120 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  that  prohibit  retalia¬ 
tion  against  an  alleged  victim  or  other  member  of  the  armed  forces 
who  reports  a  criminal  offense.  The  provision  would  also  require 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  Congress,  not  later 
than  180  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  setting 
forth  recommendations  as  to  whether  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military 
Justice  should  be  amended  to  prohibit  retaliation  against  an  al¬ 
leged  victim  or  other  member  of  the  armed  forces  who  reports  a 
criminal  offense. 

Extension  of  crime  victims’  rights  to  victims  of  offenses 
under  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice  (sec.  564) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  recommend  modifications  to  the  Manual  for 
Courts-Martial  and  to  promulgate  regulations  to  ensure  compliance 
by  responsible  members  of  the  armed  forces  and  personnel  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  with  the  obligation  to  enforce  specified 
rights  of  victims  of  military  crimes,  including  mechanisms  for  en¬ 
suring  that  victims  of  military  crimes  are  afforded  the  rights  in  all 
applicable  proceedings. 

Modification  of  Manual  for  Courts-Martial  to  eliminate  fac¬ 
tor  relating  to  character  and  military  service  of  the  ac¬ 
cused  in  rule  on  initial  disposition  of  offenses  (sec.  565) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  that 
the  discussion  pertaining  to  Rule  306  of  the  Manual  for  Courts- 
Martial  be  amended,  not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act,  to  strike  the  character  and  military  service  of 
the  accused  from  the  factors  a  commander  should  consider  in  decid¬ 
ing  how  to  dispose  of  an  offense. 

Subtitle  F — Defense  Dependents’  Education  and  Military 
Family  Readiness  Matters 

Continuation  of  authority  to  assist  local  educational  agen¬ 
cies  that  benefit  dependents  of  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  and  Department  of  Defense  civilian  employees 
(sec.  571) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
$25.0  million  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Defense-wide,  for  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  assistance  program 
to  local  educational  agencies  that  are  impacted  by  enrollment  of  de¬ 
pendent  children  of  military  members  and  civilian  employees  of  the 
DOD. 
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Impact  aid  for  children  with  severe  disabilities  (sec.  572) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
$5.0  million  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Defense-wide,  for  im¬ 
pact  aid  payments  for  children  with  disabilities  under  section 
8003(d)  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965 
(20  U.S.C.  7703(d)),  using  the  formula  set  forth  in  section  363  of 
the  Floyd  D.  Spence  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2001  (Public  Law  106-398),  for  continuation  of  Department  of 
Defense  assistance  to  local  educational  agencies  that  benefit  eligi¬ 
ble  dependents  with  severe  disabilities. 

Subtitle  G — Decorations  and  Awards 

Matters  relating  to  Medals  of  Honor  and  other  medals  of 
high  precedence  for  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  (sec. 
581) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tions  3744,  6247,  and  8744  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  award  of  more  than  one  Medal  of  Honor,  Distinguished 
Service  Cross,  or  Distinguished  Service  Medal  to  a  person  whose 
subsequent  acts  justify  an  additional  award. 

The  provision  would  also  amend  sections  3744  and  8744  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  to  require  that  recommendations  for  the 
award  of  the  Medal  of  Honor,  Distinguished  Service  Cross,  Air 
Force  Cross,  or  Distinguished  Service  Medal  for  members  of  the 
Army  and  Air  Force  be  made  within  3  years  and  that  the  award 
be  made  within  5  years  after  the  date  of  the  act  justifying  the 
award.  These  timelines  are  consistent  with  the  timelines  for  com¬ 
parable  awards  in  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps. 

Recodification  and  revision  of  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and 
Coast  Guard  Medal  of  Honor  Roll  (sec.  582) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  chap¬ 
ter  57  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  establish  a  roll  designated 
as  the  “Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Coast  Guard  Medal  of  Honor 
Roll”  and  require  the  service  secretaries  to  record  on  this  roll  the 
name  of  each  person  who  has  been  awarded  a  Medal  of  Honor.  The 
provision  would  also  amend  section  1562  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  to  provide  for  the  automatic  enrollment  and  payment  of  the 
special  pension  to  living  Medal  of  Honor  recipients. 

Authority  for  award  of  the  Distinguished  Service  Cross  to 
Robert  F.  Reiser  for  valor  during  the  Korean  War  (sec. 
583) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  award  the  Distinguished  Service  Cross 
under  Section  3742  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  Robert  F. 
Reiser  for  acts  of  valor  during  the  Korean  War. 

Authority  for  award  of  the  Distinguished  Service  Cross  to 
Sergeant  First  Class  Patrick  N.  Watkins,  Jr.,  for  acts  of 
valor  during  the  Vietnam  War  (sec.  584) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  award  the  Distinguished  Service  Cross 
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under  section  3742  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  Patrick  N. 
Watkins,  Jr.,  for  acts  of  valor  during  the  Vietnam  War. 

Subtitle  H — Other  Matters 

Additional  requirements  for  accounting  for  members  of  the 
Armed  Forces  and  Department  of  Defense  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  listed  as  missing  (sec.  591) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1501  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  require  the  Deputy  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Prisoner  of  War/Missing  Personnel 
Affairs  to  conduct  periodic  briefings  for  families  of  missing  persons 
on  Department  activities  to  account  for  those  persons. 

Expansion  of  privileged  information  authorities  to  debrief¬ 
ing  reports  of  certain  recovered  persons  who  were 
never  placed  in  a  missing  status  (sec.  592) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tions  1506  and  1513  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  include  as 
privileged  information,  for  the  purposes  of  personnel  files  main¬ 
tained  under  the  system  for  accounting  for  missing  persons,  any 
survival,  evasion,  resistance,  and  escape  debriefing  reports  by  cer¬ 
tain  persons  returned  to  United  States  control  under  a  promise  of 
confidentiality. 


Items  of  Special  Interest 

Availability  of  Assaultive  Offender’s  Group  Treatment  pro¬ 
gram 

The  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks  (USDB)  at  Fort  Leaven¬ 
worth,  Kansas,  offers  Assaultive  Offender’s  Group  Treatment  (AO) 
to  inmates  that  are  confined  for  violent  offenses.  It  is  part  of  a  com¬ 
prehensive  behavioral  health  program  developed  to  meet  the 
unique  needs  of  military  inmates  confined  at  the  USDB,  and  is  tai¬ 
lored  to  address  the  needs  of  each  inmate.  The  AO  program  con¬ 
sists  of  30  group  treatment  sessions  which  normally  meet  weekly 
with  8-10  inmates  per  group.  The  USDB  reports  that  they  have 
only  been  able  to  run  one  AO  group  per  year  due  to  staffing  limita¬ 
tions.  There  are  currently  over  60  inmates  on  the  waitlist  for  the 
program,  resulting  in  a  wait  for  over  two  years  for  some  inmates 
who  may  desire  to  complete  this  program  as  part  of  their  program 
of  rehabilitation  to  be  considered  by  a  service  clemency  and  parole 
board. 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  long  wait  time  for  inmates 
to  participate  in  the  AO  program  and  directs  the  Commandant  of 
the  USDB  to  assess  courses  of  action  to  reduce  wait  times  and  to 
provide  the  defense  committees  a  report  on  his  assessment  no  later 
than  180  days  after  passage  of  this  act. 

Combat  injured  military  technician  (dual  status)  retention 
under  Wounded  Warrior  Act  authority 

Section  10216(g)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  enacted  by  sec¬ 
tion  511  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2008  (Public  Law  110-181),  authorizes  the  services  to  retain  mili- 
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tary  technicians  (dual  status)  as  non-dual  status  technicians  when 
losing  their  military  membership  due  to  combat-related  injuries. 
The  provision  was  intended  to  ensure  that  no  dual  status  techni¬ 
cian,  required  by  statute  to  maintain  military  membership  in  a  re¬ 
serve  component  as  a  condition  of  their  civilian  employment,  was 
unfairly  treated  due  to  injuries  sustained  in  combat.  The  committee 
is  aware  of  reports  that  this  authority  has  rarely,  if  ever,  been  used 
despite  many  military  technicians  having  been  separated  or  retired 
since  then  with  combat -related  injuries. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  by  September  1,  2013,  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  (1)  the  number  of  dual  status  technicians  who  have  been 
retained  as  non-dual  status  technicians  under  the  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  10216(g);  (2)  the  number  of  dual  status  technicians  separated 
or  retired  with  combat-related  injuries  since  January  28,  2008;  and 
(3)  the  number  of  technicians  so  separated  or  retired  who  qualified, 
or  should  have  qualified,  for  retention  under  section  10216(g). 

Command  knowledge  of  civilian  convictions  of  service  mem¬ 
bers  for  sexual  assault 

The  committee  notes  that  it  is  possible  for  a  service  member  to 
commit  and  be  convicted  of  sexual  assault  at  an  off-post  location 
without  the  command  knowing  of  the  conviction.  The  Department 
of  Defense  primarily  relies  on  local  police  or  blotter  reports,  peri¬ 
odic  security  clearance  initiations  and  renewals,  and  self-reporting 
to  monitor  off-post  criminal  actions  of  service  members.  As  a  gen¬ 
eral  rule,  service  members  are  not  subject  to  periodic  criminal 
record  checks  during  their  period  of  service  unless  they  require  a 
security  clearance  review  or  initiation,  or  are  accepted  into  pro¬ 
grams  where  background  checks  are  required.  This  process  could 
create  a  loophole  for  a  sexual  predator  to  serve  in  the  military 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  chain  of  command. 

General  Odierno,  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  addressed  these 
loopholes  for  felony  or  serious  offenders  in  the  a  Senate  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  hearing  on  sexual  assault  on  June  4,  2013,  stat¬ 
ing:  “Background  checks  are  done,  but  the  ability  to  identify  sexual 
offenders  is  certainly  not  100  percent  right  now,  and  we  have  to  do 
a  better  job  of  doing  that.  We  need  help  with  having  a  better  data¬ 
base,  but  also  making  sure  we’re  scrutinizing  those  as  we  go  for¬ 
ward.”  Accordingly,  as  the  military  contends  with  the  serious  issue 
of  identifying  and  prosecuting  sexual  predators,  the  committee  ex¬ 
presses  concern  that  service  members  with  sexual  assault  convic¬ 
tions  could  continue  to  serve  because  these  convictions  are  unde¬ 
tected  by  the  chain  of  command. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  a  report  by  no  later  than  December  31, 
2013,  examining:  (1)  the  scope  and  prevalence  of  the  problem  and 
whether  there  are  existing  loopholes  and  shortcomings  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  system;  (2)  the  frequency  and  methods  by  which  the  military 
conducts  criminal  record  checks  after  enlistment  or  swearing-in  to 
the  armed  forces;  (3)  policies  that  direct  members  of  the  armed 
forces  to  self-report  criminal  arrests  and  convictions  to  the  chain  of 
command,  and  any  penalties  associated  with  failure  to  do  so;  and 
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(4)  procedures  for  submitting  names  of  service  members  convicted 
of  sexual  offenses  to  the  National  Sex  Offender  Public  Registry. 

Comprehensive  Review  of  Department  of  Defense  coordina¬ 
tion  and  incorporation  of  civilian  law  enforcement  best 
practices  in  sexual  assault  prevention  and  response 

The  civilian  law  enforcement  community  has  invested  significant 
time  and  resources  in  developing  proven  strategies  to  effectively  re¬ 
spond  to  sexual  crimes.  The  Department  of  Justice  regularly  pub¬ 
lishes  established  best  practices  incorporating  the  experience  of 
thousands  of  federal,  state,  and  local  officers  as  well  as  academic 
experts. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  evaluate  the 
Department  of  Defense’s  current  policies  and  procedures  regarding 
sexual  assault  prevention  and  response  to  identify  ways  to  better 
incorporate  civilian  law  enforcement  best  practices,  particularly  re¬ 
garding  training,  investigation,  and  prosecution  of  sexual  crimes. 

Department  of  Defense  child  development  center  personnel 

The  committee  commends  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  following 
troublesome  allegations  of  abuse  at  two  Army  Child  Development 
Centers,  for  directing  a  Department-wide  audit  of  all  Department 
of  Defense  (DOD)  providers  who  have  regular  contact  with  children 
in  DOD  child  development,  school  age  care,  and  youth  programs, 
and  a  comprehensive  review  and  evaluation  by  each  of  the  military 
services  of  the  actual  background  check  documentation  on  file  for 
each  individual,  employee,  and  volunteer  for  compliance  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  authorities  in  accordance  with  applicable  DOD  and  serv¬ 
ice  policies.  However,  the  committee  has  yet  to  see  the  results  of 
that  review. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  a  report  by  no  later  than  October  1,  2013, 
examining: 

(1)  any  changes  to  DOD  child  development  center  hiring  or 
personnel  practices  the  Secretary  determines  are  necessary 
based  on  the  review; 

(2)  steps  DOD  is  taking  to  implement  any  necessary  changes; 

(3)  a  description  of  the  hiring  practices  at  DOD  child  devel¬ 
opment  centers,  to  include  criminal  background  checks,  creden¬ 
tial  verification  procedures,  and  interview  processes;  and 

(4)  an  assessment  of  the  contract  with  Child  Care  Aware  of 
America  (formerly  known  as  the  National  Association  of  Child 
Care  Resource  and  Referral  Agencies)  regarding  hiring  and  ter¬ 
mination  procedures  and  referrals. 

Department  of  Defense  reports  on  sexual  assault 

The  committee  is  concerned  with  the  use  of  the  imprecise  terms 
“sexual  assault”  and  “unwanted  sexual  contact”  to  present  statis¬ 
tics  on  the  number  of  incidences  of  rape,  sexual  assault,  forcible 
sodomy,  and  other  unwanted  sexual  acts  perpetrated  against  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  military  that  are  reported  in  both  the  annual  Sexual  As¬ 
sault  Prevention  and  Response  Office  (SAPRO)  report  on  sexual  as¬ 
saults  in  the  military  and  the  Armed  Forces  Workplace  and  Gender 
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Relations  Survey  (WGRS).  The  2012  SAPRO  report  notes  that 
there  were  3,374  reports  of  sexual  assault  in  fiscal  year  2012,  but 
defines  the  term  “sexual  assault”  as  “a  range  of  crimes,  including 
rape,  sexual  assault,  aggravated  sexual  contact,  abusive  sexual  con¬ 
tact,  nonconsensual  sodomy,  and  attempts  to  commit  these  of¬ 
fenses.”  In  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military  Justice,  sexual  assault  is 
a  specific  serious  offense  that  carries  a  possible  sentence  of  up  to 
30  years  confinement,  but  the  annual  SAPRO  report  uses  the  term 
sexual  assault  to  refer  to  the  range  of  sexual  offenses. 

Similarly,  the  WGRS  measured  the  incidences  of  “unwanted  sex¬ 
ual  contact”,  defined  as  “intentional  sexual  contact  that  was 
against  a  person’s  will  or  which  occurred  when  the  person  did  not 
or  could  not  consent”,  finding  that  6.1  percent  of  female  respond¬ 
ents  and  1.2  percent  of  male  respondents  experienced  unwanted 
sexual  contact  in  2012.  The  Department  then  used  these  figures  to 
estimate  that  26,000  incidences  of  unwanted  sexual  contact  oc¬ 
curred  in  2012,  but  provided  no  numbers  on  the  estimated  number 
of  rapes,  sexual  assaults,  and  other  unwanted  sexual  acts  that  oc¬ 
curred. 

Using  the  imprecise  terms  “sexual  assault”  and  “unwanted  sex¬ 
ual  contact”  to  refer  to  a  range  of  sexual  offenses  creates  confusion 
about  the  types  of  unwanted  sexual  acts  that  are  being  perpetrated 
against  members  of  the  military.  To  address  this  issue,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Department  to  modify  the  language  used  in  the 
annual  SAPRO  report  and  the  WGRS  to  clearly  report  the  number 
of  instances  of  each  type  of  unwanted  sexual  act,  to  include  rape, 
sexual  assault,  forcible  sodomy,  and  attempts  to  commit  those  acts. 

General  and  flag  officer  billets 

The  committee  recommends  that,  in  concert  with  any  plans  to 
streamline  the  Department  of  Defense  command,  management,  and 
headquarters  support  staff  organizations,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
develop  a  plan  to  ensure  that  the  number  of  general  and  flag  officer 
billets  are  adjusted  appropriately  to  achieve  a  proper  ratio  relative 
to  end  strength  and  complies  with  guidance  in  section  525,  title  10, 
United  States  Code. 

Medical  management  of  sexual  assault  cases 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Health  Affairs,  in  a  memorandum  dated  April  15,  2013,  provided 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  guidance  to  each  of  the  services  on 
medical  management  of  sexual  assault  cases  based  on  the  revision 
to  DOD  Instruction  6495.02,  “Sexual  Assault  Prevention  and  Re¬ 
sponse  (SAPR)  Program  Procedures,”  to  include  provision  of  stand¬ 
ardized,  timely,  and  comprehensive  medical  care.  The  committee 
directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  not  later  than  February  1,  2014  outlining  the  Department’s 
plan  to  ensure  that  health  care  providers  are  appropriately  trained 
to  manage  the  acute  and  long-term  health  needs  of  victims  of  sex¬ 
ual  assault,  accredited  as  necessary  to  properly  handle  evidence 
collected  from  victims  of  sexual  assault,  and  to  ensure  that  these 
trained  health  care  providers  are  located  in  military  treatment  fa¬ 
cilities  based  on  the  Department’s  projection  of  needs. 
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Military  dependent  suicides 

The  committee  remains  extremely  troubled  by  the  numbers  of 
suicides  in  each  of  the  services  in  both  the  active  duty  and  the  re¬ 
serve  components,  and  has  recently  been  informed  by  the  National 
Military  Family  Association  and  other  military  family  advocacy 
groups  that  anecdotal  reports  indicate  the  number  of  suicides  com¬ 
mitted  by  dependents  of  service  members  is  increasing.  However, 
the  committee  notes  that  the  Department  of  Defense  does  not  cur¬ 
rently  track  the  suicides  of  military  family  members. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  no  later  than  February  1,  2014,  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
the  Department’s  current  capabilities  to  track  the  suicides  of  mili¬ 
tary  dependents  of  both  active  duty  and  reserve  component  mem¬ 
bers,  the  feasibility  and  advisability  of  tracking  such  suicides,  a  de¬ 
scription  of  any  impediments  to  the  ability  to  track  suicides  by 
military  family  members,  and  a  description  of  current  resiliency 
programs  provided  to  family  members  by  each  of  the  services. 

Prohibition  of  sale  of  sexually  explicit  material 

The  committee  notes  that  section  2495b(a)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  prohibits  the  sale  or  rental  of  sexually  explicit  mate¬ 
rial  on  Department  of  Defense  property.  The  committee  has  been 
made  aware  that  despite  this  prohibition,  sexually  explicit  material 
remains  available  for  sale  on  certain  Department  of  Defense  prem¬ 
ises.  The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  impact  this  material 
may  have  on  the  health  and  wellness  of  military  service  members 
and  their  families.  Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  in  consultation  with  the  service  chiefs,  to  submit  to  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  a  report,  within  180  days  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  that  outlines  the  Department’s  efforts  to  comply  with  the  stat¬ 
utory  prohibition. 

Report  to  Congress  on  the  implementation  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  made  by  the  Military  Leadership  Diver¬ 
sity  Commission 

The  Military  Leadership  Diversity  Commission  established  in 
section  596  of  the  Duncan  Hunter  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2009  (Public  Law  110-417)  made  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  improving  diversity  within  the  armed  forces  after  con¬ 
ducting  a  comprehensive  evaluation  and  assessment  of  policies  that 
provide  opportunities  for  the  promotion  and  advancement  of  minor¬ 
ity  members  of  the  armed  forces. 

It  has  been  2  years  since  the  Commission  made  these  rec¬ 
ommendations.  The  committee  continues  to  be  interested  in  in¬ 
creasing  diversity  in  the  armed  forces  and  the  services’  progress  in 
implementing  the  Commission’s  recommendations. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  assess  the 
services’  progress  in  implementing  the  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  and  to  report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  on  that  assessment  by 
December  31,  2013. 
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Report  on  whereabouts  of  Army  Sergeant  Bowe  Bergdahl 

Not  later  than  September  30,  2013,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  submit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  an  unclassi¬ 
fied  report,  with  a  classified  annex,  regarding  the  status  of  the 
search  for  U.S.  Army  Sergeant  Bowe  Bergdahl  who  was  captured 
by  the  Taliban  on  June  30,  2009,  in  Paktika  Province  in  eastern 
Afghanistan.  The  report  should  include  Sergeant  Bergdahl’s  sus¬ 
pected  whereabouts,  his  likely  captors,  and  what  efforts  are  being 
made  to  find  and  recover  him. 

Retention,  career  progression,  and  promotion  opportunities 
for  female  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 

The  committee  notes  and  is  encouraged  by  the  efforts  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  expand  service  opportunities  for  women  in 
the  military.  In  February,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  rescinded  the 
ground-combat  exclusion  policy  and  required  that  the  services  open 
all  positions  to  service  by  women  by  January  1,  2016,  or  request 
an  exception  to  policy  by  that  date  to  keep  certain  positions  closed, 
an  exception  that  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  and  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  The  Department  is  moving  toward 
an  assignment  system  that  is  gender-neutral  and  performance- 
based,  and  the  committee  supports  that  effort  and  encourages  the 
Department  to  continue  to  work  toward  full  integration  of  women 
in  all  military  occupations  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  con¬ 
sistent  with  military  capabilities  required  for  our  Nation’s  defense. 

Even  with  the  increasing  service  opportunities  for  women,  how¬ 
ever,  the  committee  remains  concerned  that  women  may  not  al¬ 
ways  be  afforded  the  maximum  opportunity  to  serve  a  full  career. 
The  committee  is  particularly  interested  in  addressing  the  balance 
between  career  and  personal  goals  of  all  service  members — both 
men  and  women — and  how  the  ability  of  a  service  member  to  meet 
his  or  her  personal  goals  may  impact  a  decision  to  remain  in  mili¬ 
tary  service,  while  being  mindful  of  the  military  mission  and  the 
core  need  for  all  service  members  to  be  fully  trained,  ready,  and 
available  for  deployment. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  a  report  by  no  later  than  December  31, 
2013,  examining: 

(1)  retention  rates  and  career  progression  opportunities  for 
female  service  members; 

(2)  causes  of  voluntary  mid-career  separations,  especially 
those  related  to  childbirth,  to  include  disparities  in  service  poli¬ 
cies  on  postpartum  leave,  deferral  from  deployment,  and  serv¬ 
ice  member  accommodation  for  infant  nursing;  and 

(3)  how  the  Department  might  better  accommodate  service 
members  in  a  manner  consistent  with  military  necessity  and 
without  degrading  unit  readiness,  to  include  consideration  of 
wider  use  of  temporary  assignments  to  the  reserve  components 
or  other  career  intermission  programs  as  a  way  to  allow  service 
members  to  pursue  personal  or  family  goals  while  maintaining 
a  commitment  to  a  full  military  career. 
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Sexual  assault  first  responder  training 

The  committee  continues  to  be  concerned  with  sexual  assaults  in 
the  military.  The  effect  on  good  order  and  discipline  of  a  unit  is  im¬ 
measurable.  It  ruins  the  trust  that  individuals  have  in  the  institu¬ 
tion.  One  of  the  aspects  that  is  vital  in  order  to  hold  confidence  in 
the  reporting  system  for  sexual  assaults  is  to  ensure  that  the  sex¬ 
ual  assault  response  coordinators,  victim  advocates,  health  care 
personnel,  law  enforcement  personnel,  judge  advocates,  and  chap¬ 
lains  are  trained  on  topics  to  include  available  medical  and  mental 
health  treatment  options.  A  Government  Accountability  Office 
(GAO)  report  from  January  2013  indicates  that  some  first  respond¬ 
ers  interviewed  were  unsure  of  the  health  care  services  available 
to  sexual  assault  victims  at  their  respective  locations. 

The  GAO  also  reported  that  sexual  assault  response  coordina¬ 
tors,  victim  advocates,  and  health  care  personnel  differed  in  their 
understanding  of  where  to  take  sexual  assault  victims  for  forensic 
examinations.  Given  that  the  quality  of  this  evidence  diminishes  as 
the  period  of  time  from  the  actual  assault  increases,  this  could  be¬ 
come  a  serious  issue. 

The  committee  understands  and  appreciates  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  focusing  additional  resources  to  increase  the  numbers  of 
first  responders.  This  is  a  positive  step.  However,  it  is  also  impor¬ 
tant  that  first  responders  thoroughly  understand  the  options  avail¬ 
able  in  general  as  well  as  at  their  specific  duty  location. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  secretaries  of  each  of  the 
military  departments  to  submit  a  report  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  within  90  days  of  enactment  of  this  Act  with  de¬ 
tails  on  how  each  service  will  ensure  that  first  responders  are  ade¬ 
quately  trained  to  be  able  to  deal  with  sexual  assault  victims.  The 
report  should  also  indicate  how  each  service  will  keep  track  and  en¬ 
force  service  specific  refresher  training  requirements. 

By  December  1,  2013,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  a  re¬ 
port  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  indicating  the  number 
of  first  responders  who  should  have  had  either  initial  or  refresher 
training  during  the  fiscal  year  and  how  many  actually  completed 
this  required  training.  The  statistics  should  be  broken  out  by  serv¬ 
ice. 

Suicide  prevention  screening 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 
and  each  of  the  military  services  have  made  suicide  prevention  a 
priority.  In  addition,  Congress  has  attempted  to  enhance  DOD  ef¬ 
forts  to  address  military  suicides.  Even  though  military  suicide 
rates  are  lower  than  comparable  civilian  suicide  rates,  work  must 
be  done  in  the  area  of  early  detection  of  mental  health  conditions 
and  suicide  risk.  The  committee  notes  that  many  of  the  existing 
programs  designed  for  suicide  prevention  and  screening  of  service 
members  for  mental  health  issues  are  linked  to  the  deployment 
cycle.  Yet,  DOD  Suicide  Event  Reports  from  recent  years  indicate 
that  less  than  half  of  the  service  members  who  have  committed  sui¬ 
cide  had  deployed,  and  only  a  small  number  were  involved  with  di¬ 
rect  combat. 

The  committee  remains  committed  to  exploring  new  means  to 
identify  mental  health  concerns  and  prevent  suicides,  and  expects 
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the  Department  to  continually  monitor  best  practices  in  other  gov¬ 
ernment  agencies,  academia,  and  the  private  sector  in  order  to  rec¬ 
ognize  when  a  service  member  may  need  psychological  help.  There¬ 
fore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  collabora¬ 
tion  with  each  of  the  military  services  and  the  reserve  component, 
to  assess  the  feasibility  and  advisability  of  utilizing  innovative  tools 
to  screen  service  members  for  mental  health  conditions  and  risk  of 
suicide,  and  to  submit  a  report  not  later  than  February  1,  2014, 
that  includes  the  following  elements: 

(1)  current  ways  in  which  each  of  the  services  and  reserve 
components  screen  service  members  for  mental  health  condi¬ 
tions; 

(2)  an  assessment  of  utilizing  a  computerized  adaptive  test 
during  a  service  member’s  annual  physical  health  assessment; 

(3)  an  assessment  of  incorporating  input  through  a  comput¬ 
erized  survey  from  a  service  member’s  first-line  supervisor 
with  regard  to  any  behavioral  changes  observed  in  the  service 
member; 

(4)  an  assessment  of  analyzing  the  wellness  of  a  service 
member  utilizing  publicly  available  data  to  develop  predictive 
analytical  models  that  may  identify  individuals  that  could  be 
more  susceptible  to  suicide; 

(5)  a  description  of  how  a  pilot  program  to  evaluate  these 
new  screening  tools  could  be  designed  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  medical  testing  procedures  and  ethical  and  privacy  re¬ 
quirements;  and 

(6)  a  description  of  any  other  innovative  methods  to  enable 
early  identification  of  mental  health  conditions  or  risk  of  sui¬ 
cide  that  the  Department  has  recently  considered  and  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  the  Department  decided  not  to  utilize  those  methods. 

U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  Preservation  of  the  Force 
and  Families  Initiatives 

The  Commander  of  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command 
(USSOCOM)  testified  before  the  committee  that  “USSOCOM  must 
ensure  our  SOF  [Special  Operations  Force]  warriors  and  their  fami¬ 
lies  are  properly  cared  for  and  that  we  work  to  help  them  reduce 
the  stress  they  face  related  to  high  operation  tempos.  Difficulty 
also  occurs  as  forces  reconnect  and  reintegrate  into  garrison  and 
family  activities.  The  Department  of  Defense  provides  preventive 
and  responsive  counseling,  medical,  psychological,  and  rehabilita¬ 
tive  care  to  institutionalize  the  resiliency  of  our  SOF  warriors  and 
their  families.” 

The  committee  applauds  USSOCOM  for  its  focus  on  the  support 
and  resiliency  of  SOF  and  their  families  through  various  initia¬ 
tives,  including  human  performance,  personnel  tempo,  and  family 
programs.  The  committee  also  supports  the  decision  of  the  Com¬ 
mander  of  USSOCOM  to  use  special  operations-peculiar,  or  Major 
Force  Program-11,  funds  to  augment  family  support  programs  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  services  to  meet  the  unique  needs  of  the  SOF  families 
when  there  is  a  “clear  and  demonstrable  connection  between  the 
services  provided  and  the  combat  readiness  of  the  service  member.” 

According  to  USSOCOM,  “while  the  services  offer  a  host  of  excel¬ 
lent  family  support  programs,  there  are  aspects  of  SOF  that  neces- 
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sitate  innovations  and  the  expansion  of  programs  that  are  not  com¬ 
mon  to  the  general  purpose  forces  .  .  .  Currently,  many  of  the  fam¬ 
ily  programs  sponsored  by  the  services  are  limited  in  scope,  and 
are  centric  to  the  sponsoring  service.  Despite  a  recent  emphasis  by 
the  services  to  bolster  family  support  programs,  we  still  find  that 
there  is  limited  access  to  some  services  and  a  dearth  of  programs 
that  adequately  account  for  the  unique  needs  of  the  SOF  commu¬ 
nity.”  The  committee  believes  the  services  have  a  responsibility  to 
provide  appropriate  family  readiness  support  to  all  service  mem¬ 
bers  and  their  families,  including  the  SOF  community. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  in  coordination  with  the  Commander 
of  USSOCOM,  to  submit  a  report  not  later  than  90  days  after  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act  that,  at  a  minimum:  (1)  describes  any  family 
support  requirements  that  are  unique  to  the  SOF  community;  (2) 
offers  an  analysis  of  support  provided  by  the  services  to  address 
these  unique  requirements;  (3)  identifies  any  gaps  in  family  sup¬ 
port  provided  by  the  services  to  the  SOF  community;  (4)  provides 
recommended  actions  for  addressing  identified  gaps;  and  (5)  relates 
any  other  matters  deemed  appropriate  by  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness  or  the  Commander  of 
USSOCOM. 

Veteran  unemployment 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  high  rate  of  unemployment 
that  persists  for  our  youngest  veterans.  The  unemployment  rate 
also  impacts  the  Department  of  Defense  budget.  Over  the  past  10 
years,  the  Department  of  Defense  expended  more  than  $6.0  billion 
in  unemployment  compensation  for  veterans. 

The  Departments  of  Defense  and  Labor  should  review  and  place 
emphasis  on  improving  the  management  and  oversight  associated 
with  the  veteran  unemployment  compensation  program  and  pay¬ 
ments. 

In  addition  to  the  unemployment  compensation  issue,  both  vet¬ 
erans  and  prospective  employers  have  brought  to  our  attention  that 
there  is  no  single  portal  for  veterans  to  find  jobs,  and  employers 
to  post  jobs.  There  are  numerous  redundant  websites  and  portals 
managed  by  federal  agencies  to  provide  employment  services  to  vet¬ 
erans. 

As  such,  the  committee  strongly  urges  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
Defense,  and  Veterans  Affairs  to  continue  the  process  of  stream¬ 
lining  existing  employment  portals  into  a  consolidated  portal. 


TITLE  VI— COMPENSATION  AND  OTHER 
PERSONNEL  BENEFITS 

Subtitle  A — Pay  and  Allowances 
Fiscal  year  2014  increase  in  military  basic  pay  (sec.  601) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  an 
across-the-board  pay  raise  for  members  of  the  uniformed  services 
of  1  percent  effective  January  1,  2014. 

Repeal  of  authority  relating  to  commencement  of  basic  pay 
for  members  of  the  National  Guard  called  into  Federal 
service  for  less  than  30  days  (sec.  602) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  repeal  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  section  204  of  title  37,  United  States  Code,  to  remove 
the  existing  limitation  on  when  members  of  the  National  Guard  are 
entitled  to  receive  basic  pay  when  called  into  federal  service  for  a 
period  of  30  days  or  less. 

Extension  of  authority  to  provide  temporary  increase  in 
rates  of  basic  allowance  for  housing  under  certain  cir¬ 
cumstances  (sec.  603) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  temporarily  in¬ 
crease  the  rate  of  basic  allowance  for  housing  in  areas  impacted  by 
natural  disasters  or  experiencing  a  sudden  influx  of  personnel. 

Subtitle  B — Bonuses  and  Special  and  Incentive  Pays 

One-year  extension  of  certain  bonus  and  special  pay  au¬ 
thorities  for  reserve  forces  (sec.  611) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  authority  to  pay  the  Selected  Reserve  reenlistment  bonus, 
the  Selected  Reserve  affiliation  or  enlistment  bonus,  special  pay  for 
enlisted  members  assigned  to  certain  high-priority  units,  the  Ready 
Reserve  enlistment  bonus  for  persons  without  prior  service,  the 
Ready  Reserve  enlistment  and  reenlistment  bonus  for  persons  with 
prior  service,  the  Selected  Reserve  enlistment  and  reenlistment 
bonus  for  persons  with  prior  service,  and  income  replacement  for 
reserve  component  members  experiencing  extended  and  frequent 
mobilization  for  active  duty  service. 

One-year  extension  of  certain  bonus  and  special  pay  au¬ 
thorities  for  health  care  professionals  (sec.  612) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  authority  to  pay  the  nurse  officer  candidate  accession 
bonus,  education  loan  repayment  for  certain  health  professionals 
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who  serve  in  the  Selected  Reserve,  accession  and  retention  bonuses 
for  psychologists,  the  accession  bonus  for  registered  nurses,  incen¬ 
tive  special  pay  for  nurse  anesthetists,  special  pay  for  Selected  Re¬ 
serve  health  professionals  in  critically  short  wartime  specialties, 
the  accession  bonus  for  dental  officers,  the  accession  bonus  for 
pharmacy  officers,  the  accession  bonus  for  medical  officers  in  criti¬ 
cally  short  wartime  specialties,  and  the  accession  bonus  for  dental 
specialist  officers  in  critically  short  wartime  specialties. 

One-year  extension  of  special  pay  and  bonus  authorities  for 
nuclear  officers  (sec.  613) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  authority  to  pay  the  special  pay  for  nuclear-qualified  offi¬ 
cers  extending  period  of  active  service,  the  nuclear  career  accession 
bonus,  and  the  nuclear  career  annual  incentive  bonus. 

One-year  extension  of  authorities  relating  to  title  37  consoli¬ 
dated  special  pay,  incentive  pay,  and  bonus  authorities 
(sec.  614) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  general  bonus  authority  for  enlisted  members,  the  general 
bonus  authority  for  officers,  special  bonus  and  incentive  pay  au¬ 
thorities  for  nuclear  officers,  special  aviation  incentive  pay  and 
bonus  authorities  for  officers,  and  special  bonus  and  incentive  pay 
authorities  for  officers  in  health  professions.  The  provision  would 
also  extend  for  1  year  the  authority  to  pay  hazardous  duty  pay,  as¬ 
signment  or  special  duty  pay,  skill  incentive  pay  or  proficiency 
bonus,  and  retention  incentives  for  members  qualified  in  critical 
military  skills  or  assigned  to  high  priority  units. 

One-year  extension  of  authorities  relating  to  payment  of 
other  title  37  bonuses  and  special  pays  (sec.  615) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  authority  to  pay  the  aviation  officer  retention  bonus,  as¬ 
signment  incentive  pay,  the  reenlistment  bonus  for  active  mem¬ 
bers,  the  enlistment  bonus,  the  accession  bonus  for  new  officers  in 
critical  skills,  the  incentive  bonus  for  conversion  to  military  occupa¬ 
tional  specialty  to  ease  personnel  shortage,  the  incentive  bonus  for 
transfer  between  armed  forces,  and  the  accession  bonus  for  officer 
candidates. 

Correction  of  citation  for  extension  of  reimbursement  au¬ 
thority  for  travel  expenses  for  inactive-duty  training 
outside  of  normal  commuting  distance  and  additional 
one-year  extension  (sec.  616) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  correct  an  er¬ 
roneous  citation  in  section  611(7)  of  the  National  Defense  Author¬ 
ization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  that  ex¬ 
tended  authority  to  pay  travel  expenses  for  certain  inactive-duty 
training  outside  of  normal  commuting  distances.  The  provision 
would  further  extend  the  authority  to  December  31,  2014. 
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Expansion  to  all  reserve  components  of  stipend  for  reg¬ 
istered  nurses  in  critical  specialties  under  health  profes¬ 
sions  stipend  program  (sec.  617) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  16201(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  authorize  payment 
of  the  health  professions  stipend  to  a  nurse  enrolled  in  an  accred¬ 
ited  program  of  nursing  in  a  specialty  designated  as  critical  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  who  is  eligible  for  appointment  as  a  Reserve 
officer  in  any  of  the  reserve  components. 

Subtitle  C — Travel  and  Transportation  Allowances 

Technical  and  standardizing  amendments  to  Department  of 
Defense  travel  and  transportation  authorities  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  reform  of  such  authorities  (sec.  631) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tions  1040,  1074i,  1482,  and  1491  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  sections  451  and  453  of  title  37,  United  States  Code,  to  make 
technical  changes  to  those  sections  to  conform  with  the  travel  con¬ 
solidation  reform  enacted  in  sections  631  and  632  of  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Public  Law  112- 
81).  The  provision  would  also  repeal  sections  1036,  1053a,  and  2634 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  superseded. 

Subtitle  D — Disability,  Retired  Pay,  and  Survivor  Benefits 

Clarification  of  prevention  of  retired  pay  inversion  in  the 
case  of  members  whose  retired  pay  is  computed  using 
high-three  (sec.  641) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  make  a  tech¬ 
nical  amendment  to  section  1401a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
to  clarify  that  certain  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  that  section  do 
not  apply  to  the  computation  of  retired  pay  of  members  who  first 
entered  active  duty  on  or  after  September  8,  1980. 

Effect  on  division  of  retired  pay  of  election  to  receive  com¬ 
bat-related  special  compensation  after  previous  election 
to  receive  concurrent  retirement  and  disability  com¬ 
pensation  (sec.  642) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1414  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  clarify  the  effect  on 
prior  payments  of  an  election  to  receive  combat-related  special  com¬ 
pensation  after  a  previous  election  to  receive  concurrent  retirement 
and  disability  compensation  was  made  relative  to  the  division  of  re¬ 
tired  pay  under  section  1408  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

Survivor  Benefit  Plan  annuities  for  special  needs  trusts  es¬ 
tablished  for  the  benefit  of  dependent  children  incapa¬ 
ble  of  self-support  (sec.  643) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tions  1450  and  1455  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  authorize 
the  payment  of  the  Survivor  Benefit  Plan  annuity  to  a  special 
needs  trust  created  under  subparagraph  (A)  or  (C)  of  section 
1396p(d)(4)  of  title  42,  United  States  Code,  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
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a  disabled  dependent  child  incapable  of  self-support  because  of 
mental  or  physical  incapacity. 

Periodic  notice  to  members  of  the  Ready  Reserve  on  early 
retirement  credit  earned  for  significant  periods  of  ac¬ 
tive  Federal  status  or  active  duty  (sec.  644) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  12731  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  require  the  service 
secretaries  to  provide  periodic  notice  to  reserve  component  mem¬ 
bers  of  any  early  retirement  credit  they  have  earned  for  service  de¬ 
scribed  in  that  section  by  such  means  as  the  secretary  concerned 
considers  appropriate. 

Preservation  of  retiree  dependent  status  for  certain  depend¬ 
ents  upon  death  or  permanent  incapacitation  of  the  re¬ 
tired  member  on  whom  dependent  status  is  based  (sec. 
645) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1060b  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  clarify  that  no  further 
certification  of  a  dependent  for  financial  support  shall  be  required 
or  carried  out  in  the  case  of  a  dependent  who  has  been  granted  a 
permanent  identification  card  by  reason  of  permanent  disability 
when  the  member  or  retiree  providing  the  basis  for  dependency 
dies  or  becomes  permanently  incapacitated. 

Subtitle  E — Military  Lending  Matters 

Enhanced  role  for  the  Department  of  Justice  under  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Lending  Act  (sec.  661) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  987  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  civil  enforce¬ 
ment  authority  over  the  Military  Lending  Act  to  the  Department 
of  Justice. 


Subtitle  F — Other  Matters 

Authority  to  provide  certain  expenses  for  care  and  disposi¬ 
tion  of  human  remains  that  were  retained  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  for  forensic  pathology  investigation 
(sec.  671) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
payment  of  certain  expenses  for  the  care  and  disposition  of  human 
remains  retained  by  a  service  secretary  pursuant  to  a  forensic  pa¬ 
thology  investigation  by  the  Armed  Forces  Medical  Examiner  under 
section  1471  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

Extension  of  ongoing  pilot  programs  under  temporary  Army 
incentive  to  provide  additional  recruitment  incentives 
(sec.  672) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  681  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2006  (Public  Law  109-163)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
to  continue  through  December  31,  2015,  any  pilot  program  carried 
out  under  that  section  that  was  ongoing  as  of  December  31,  2012. 


TITLE  VII— HEALTH  CARE  PROVISIONS 

Subtitle  B — Health  Care  Administration 

Pilot  program  on  increased  collection  of  third-party  reim¬ 
bursements  for  health  care  services  provided  in  military 
medical  treatment  facilities  (sec.  711) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  in  coordination  with  the  service  secretaries, 
to  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  assess  the  feasibility  and  advis¬ 
ability  of  using  commercially  available  enhanced  recovery  practices 
for  medical  payment  collection  at  military  treatment  facilities.  The 
provision  would  also  require  the  Secretary  to  submit  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  a  report  on  the  pilot  program  not 
later  than  180  days  after  completion  of  the  program. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  lack  of  an  effective  collec¬ 
tion  process  in  each  of  the  services  has  resulted  in  lost  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  the  government  for  medical  services  rendered.  While  the 
committee  understands  that  the  Department  of  Defense  is  cur¬ 
rently  exploring  options  to  outsource  third  party  collections,  the 
committee  believes  that  such  action  has  been  delayed. 

Sense  of  Senate  on  implementation  of  integrated  electronic 
health  records  for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  (sec.  712) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that:  despite  years  of  effort  and  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  significant  resources,  full  electronic  interoperability  between 
the  health  record  systems  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  has  not  yet  been  achieved;  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense,  in  collaboration  with  the  Secretary  of  Veterans 
Affairs,  should  fully  staff  the  Interagency  Program  Office  and  es¬ 
tablish  challenging,  but  achievable,  deadlines  for  development  and 
implementation  of  measures  and  goals  for  electronic  health  record 
interoperability;  and  the  Interagency  Program  Office  should  estab¬ 
lish  a  secure,  remote,  network-accessible  computer  storage  system. 

Subtitle  C — Reports  and  Other  Matters 

Report  on  provision  of  advanced  prosthetics  and  orthotics 
to  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  veterans  (sec.  721) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  to  re¬ 
port,  not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  on  the  plans  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Veterans  Affairs  to  ensure  that  the  most  clinically  appro¬ 
priate  prosthetics  and  orthotics  are  made  available  to  injured  serv- 
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ice  members  and  veterans  using  technological  advances  as  appro¬ 
priate. 


Items  of  Special  Interest 
Autism  spectrum  disorder  services 

The  committee  commends  the  Department  of  Defense  for  its  con¬ 
tinued  efforts  to  ensure  that  military  families  have  access  to  appro¬ 
priate  autism  spectrum  disorder  diagnosis,  intervention,  and  treat¬ 
ment  services.  The  committee  expects  the  Department  to  continue 
to  assist  eligible  autistic  beneficiaries  to  receive  effective,  evidence- 
based  intervention  and  treatment  approaches,  and  to  ensure  the 
provision  of  such  services  for  autistic  dependents  of  service  mem¬ 
bers  living  in  rural  or  underserved  communities. 

Education  and  training  of  the  acquisition  workforce  of  the 
TRICARE  Management  Activity 

The  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  (DOD  IG)  released 
a  report  on  May  1,  2013,  titled,  “TRICARE  Management  Activity 
Needs  to  Improve  Oversight  of  Acquisition  Workforce.”  The  DOD 
IG  audit  found  that  acquisition  personnel  of  the  TRICARE  Man¬ 
agement  Activity  (TMA)  “did  not  have  required  certifications  for 
their  functional  areas,  accurate  position  descriptions  for  their  as¬ 
signed  duties,  or  proper  training.”  Additionally,  the  DOD  IG  discov¬ 
ered  that  the  Component  Acquisition  Executive  “did  not  have  pro¬ 
cedures  to  adequately  monitor  the  acquisition  workforce  and  did 
not  place  the  required  emphasis  on  the  identification,  development, 
training,  and  assignment  of  acquisition  workforce  personnel.”  The 
committee  notes  that  in  the  DOD  IG’s  view,  these  deficiencies 
placed  the  TMA  at  “increased  risk  for  fraud,  waste  and  abuse.” 
While  the  TMA  has  agreed  with  and  worked  to  address  the  DOD 
IG’s  findings  and  recommendations,  the  committee  remains  ex¬ 
tremely  concerned  about  the  findings  in  the  DOD  IG’s  report. 

The  committee  believes  that  with  the  significant  number  of  high 
value  contracts  awarded  by  the  TMA — over  $11.0  billion  in  fiscal 
year  2012  alone — the  Department  of  Defense  must  ensure  that  the 
TMA’s  acquisition  management  process  meets  workforce  training 
and  certification  requirements.  Therefore,  the  committee  directs 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives, 
not  later  than  90  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  on 
the  actions  the  Department  is  taking  to  correct  the  education  and 
training  challenges  facing  the  TRICARE  acquisition  workforce. 

Hyperbaric  oxygen  therapy  for  mild  traumatic  brain  injury 

The  committee  remains  extremely  concerned  about  the  effects  of 
traumatic  brain  injury  (TBI)  on  our  service  members  and  veterans, 
as  TBI  is  a  signature  wound  of  Operations  Enduring  Freedom  and 
Iraqi  Freedom.  The  committee  notes  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  reports  that  there  were  over  266,000  TBI  cases  in 
service  members,  both  active  and  reserve  component,  from  2000 
through  2012.  The  committee  applauds  DOD  for  its  significant  in¬ 
vestment  in  TBI  research  with  a  focus  on  development  of  diagnostic 
tools  and  evidence-based  care  protocols,  and  understands  that  DOD 
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is  currently  conducting  three  randomized,  placebo-controlled  pilot 
studies  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  hyperbaric  oxygen  therapy 
for  alleviating  symptoms  following  mild  TBI  in  military  personnel. 
The  committee  expects  that  these  pilot  studies  will  inform  the  De¬ 
partment  about  the  efficacy  of  hyperbaric  oxygen  therapy  for  mild 
TBI. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  within  180  days  of  completion  of 
the  pilot  studies  that  describes  the  methodology,  results,  and  con¬ 
clusions  of  the  studies.  If  hyperbaric  oxygen  therapy  is  determined 
to  be  effective,  the  report  should  address  any  changes  in  policy  or 
legislation  that  may  be  needed  regarding  the  provision  of 
hyperbaric  oxygen  services  to  patients  with  mild  TBI. 

Mental  health  counselors  for  service  members,  veterans, 
and  their  families 

The  committee  recognizes  that  many  years  of  combat  operations 
have  caused  service  members  in  both  the  active  and  reserve  compo¬ 
nents  to  experience  increased  exposure  to  unique  and  significant 
stressors.  Additionally,  service  members  and  their  families  face 
daily  stress  in  every  phase  of  military  life  and  as  they  transition 
to  veteran  status.  The  committee  believes  that  mental  health  coun¬ 
seling  needs  of  service  members,  veterans,  and  their  families  will 
continue  to  increase  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Secretary  of  Veterans  Affairs  to  provide  a  joint  report  within 
270  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  that  describes  a  coordinated, 
unified  plan  to  ensure  adequate  mental  health  counseling  resources 
to  address  the  long-term  needs  of  all  members  of  the  armed  forces, 
veterans,  and  their  families.  In  developing  the  plan  and  report,  the 
committee  expects  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Department 
of  Veterans  Affairs  to  consider  all  available  types  of  trained  coun¬ 
seling  providers,  including  psychiatrists,  psychologists,  social  work¬ 
ers,  chaplains,  and  other  counseling  professionals,  as  appropriate. 
The  report  shall  also  include  a  comprehensive  staffing  plan  to  en¬ 
sure  an  appropriate  alignment  of  mental  health  resources  and 
needs. 

Ribonucleic  acid  research 

The  committee  notes  with  concern  that  service  members  are  hos¬ 
pitalized  more  often  for  infectious  diseases  than  service  members 
who  are  wounded  in  combat,  and  commends  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  for  its  ongoing  efforts  to  address  these  diseases.  Therefore, 
the  committee  supports  Department  of  Defense  investment  to  fur¬ 
ther  improve  prevention,  diagnosis,  and  treatment  for  service  mem¬ 
bers  from  rare  and  infectious  viral,  bacterial,  immune,  and  neuro¬ 
logical  diseases  through  research  initiatives  such  as  ribonucleic 
acid-based  research  addressing  proteins. 

TRICARE  appeals  process 

The  committee  believes  that  a  fundamental  right  of  TRICARE 
beneficiaries  is  a  fair  and  efficient  process  for  resolving  disputes 
with  the  TRICARE  program.  The  committee  notes  that  the 
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TRICARE  appeals  process  is  a  multi-level  sequential  process  that 
allows  beneficiaries  to  request  reconsideration  from  the  managed 
care  support  contractor,  file  an  appeal  with  the  TRICARE  Manage¬ 
ment  Activity  (TMA),  and  finally,  request  an  independent  hearing 
if  they  dispute  either  a  medical  necessity  determination  or  a  fac¬ 
tual  determination  made  in  their  case.  If  a  case  dispute  moves  to 
the  final  stage  of  the  appeals  process,  a  hearing  officer  examines 
the  available  evidence  and  issues  a  recommended  decision  on  the 
case. 

The  committee  has  learned  that  the  Director  of  the  TMA  or  their 
designee,  after  consideration  of  a  hearing  officer’s  recommended  de¬ 
cision,  may  unilaterally  issue  a  final  decision  that  overturns  the 
independent  hearing  officer’s  recommendation.  Advocacy  groups 
have  informed  the  committee  that  beneficiaries  who  have  pursued 
the  full  range  of  options  in  the  appeals  process  and  received  a  fa¬ 
vorable  recommendation  from  the  independent  hearing  officer  per¬ 
ceive  the  process  as  unfair  when  the  TMA  summarily  overturns  the 
hearing  officer’s  recommended  decision. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives,  within  180  days  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  that:  (1)  describes  the  current  TRICARE  appeals 
process;  (2)  provides  summary  data  showing  the  numbers  and 
types  of  cases  submitted  by  beneficiaries  for  appeals  and  hearings 
over  the  previous  5  fiscal  years;  (3)  provides  data  to  show  both  the 
favorable  and  unfavorable  beneficiary  outcomes  of  all  independent 
hearing  cases  over  the  previous  5  fiscal  years;  (4)  describes  the  av¬ 
erage  length  of  time  for  beneficiaries  to  obtain  a  decision  from  the 
TMA  either  from  an  appeal  or  a  hearing;  and  (5)  provides  data  on 
the  number  of  cases  in  which  the  Director  of  the  TMA  makes  a  de¬ 
termination  different  than  the  recommended  decision  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  officer  to  grant  a  beneficiary  appeal. 

TRICARE  emergency  department  utilization 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  rate  of  emergency  depart¬ 
ment  utilization  by  TRICARE  beneficiaries.  The  committee  under¬ 
stands  that  families  often  seek  24-hour  emergency  department  care 
rather  than  urgent  care  clinics  to  manage  after-hours  health  con¬ 
cerns,  and  that  active-duty  family  members  in  transition  are  a  pop¬ 
ulation  with  a  particularly  high  incidence  of  emergency  room 
usage. 

The  committee  notes  that  current  regulations  require  that 
TRICARE  Prime  beneficiaries  seeking  care  from  a  provider  other 
than  their  primary  care  manager,  to  include  visits  to  urgent  care 
clinics  or  facilities,  must  first  obtain  a  referral.  In  addition,  the  av¬ 
erage  cost  of  a  private  sector  emergency  department  visit  under 
TRICARE  is  $541  per  visit,  while  the  average  cost  for  a  visit  at  a 
private  sector  urgent  care  clinic  is  only  $88  per  visit. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 
is  currently  conducting  a  demonstration  program  that  allows 
TRICARE  Prime  and  TRICARE  Prime  Remote  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
beneficiaries  in  the  southern  region  four  unmanaged  urgent  care 
visits  per  fiscal  year  without  point-of-service  charges,  and  that  thus 
far,  the  demonstration  has  shown  promising  results  in  reducing 
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emergency  room  utilization.  The  committee  commends  DOD  for 
conducting  this  demonstration  and  requests  to  be  kept  apprised  of 
its  results. 

In  addition,  the  committee  has  learned  that  DOD  plans  to  imple¬ 
ment  a  nurse  advice  line  across  the  military  health  system  to  pro¬ 
vide  around-the-clock  medical  information  and  advice  to  TRICARE 
beneficiaries  through  registered  nurses  who  would  guide  them  to 
the  most  appropriate  level  of  care  required  and  assist  them  with 
appointment  scheduling  for  conditions  that  can  be  treated  during 
routine  hours.  The  committee  has  been  informed  that  implementa¬ 
tion  of  this  advice  line  has  been  delayed  until  at  least  the  fall. 

The  committee  believes  that  current  TRICARE  policy  may 
incentivize  emergency  department  use  by  requiring  TRICARE 
Prime  beneficiaries  to  obtain  pre-authorizations  for  urgent  care  vis¬ 
its,  and  that  this  requirement  places  an  administrative  burden  on 
families  and  discourages  utilization  of  less  costly  urgent  care  op¬ 
tions.  While  the  committee  does  not  want  to  discourage  emergency 
department  use  when  a  true  emergency  exists,  the  committee 
strongly  urges  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  revise  existing  policy  to 
encourage  beneficiaries  to  use  urgent  care,  when  appropriate,  rath¬ 
er  than  more  expensive  emergency  department  care,  and  to  field  its 
nurse  advice  line  without  further  delay. 

Use  of  simulation  technology  in  medical  training 

The  committee  appreciates  the  Department  of  Defense’s  work  to 
reduce  the  use  of  live  animals  in  combat  training  courses  when  ap¬ 
propriate  as  detailed  in  the  April  2013  “Report  to  Congress  on  the 
Strategy  to  Transition  to  Use  of  Human-Based  Methods  for  Certain 
Medical  Training.”  The  committee  commends  the  Department’s  in¬ 
terest  in  the  development  of  simulation  technology  and  shares  its 
commitment  to  improve  and  modernize  the  training  of  military 
medical  personnel  without  degradation  to  combat  trauma  care.  The 
Department’s  2009  “Final  Report  on  the  Use  of  Live  Animals  in 
Medical  Education  and  Training  Joint  Analysis  Team”  projected 
that  validated  simulators  for  many  “high  volume/high  value”  med¬ 
ical  procedures  could  be  developed  by  2014.  The  2013  report  pro¬ 
vides  an  updated  timeline  indicating  that  a  more  realistic  timeline 
for  the  development  and  procurement  of  simulation  products  would 
be  in  2017  and  beyond.  In  light  of  this,  the  committee  encourages 
the  Department  to  expedite  wherever  practicable  the  transition  to 
human-based  medical  training  methods  and  replacement  of  live 
animals  in  combat  trauma  training  courses  when  appropriate  and 
where  modern  validated  simulators  can  provide  equally  effective 
training  that  achieves  established  combat  casualty  survival  rates. 


TITLE  VIII— ACQUISITION  POLICY,  ACQUISI¬ 
TION  MANAGEMENT,  AND  RELATED  MAT¬ 
TERS 

Subtitle  A — Acquisition  Policy  and  Management 

Restatement  and  revision  of  requirements  applicable  to 
multiyear  defense  acquisitions  to  be  specifically  author¬ 
ized  by  law  (sec.  801) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  clarify  and 
reorganize  the  reporting  and  certification  requirements  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  when  requesting  specific  authorization  for 
multiyear  contract  authority. 

Section  2306b  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  requires  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense,  in  the  case  of  a  contract  equal  to  or  greater  than 
$500.0  million,  to  certify  that  certain  requirements  will  be  met  by 
the  proposed  contract  no  later  than  March  1st  of  the  year  in  which 
the  legislative  authority  to  enter  into  such  contract  is  requested. 
The  Secretary  must  send  a  notification  of  the  findings  regarding 
the  same  requirements  30  days  before  award  of  the  contract. 

The  committee  finds  value  in  both  the  certification  and  the  notifi¬ 
cation,  but,  believes  that  the  timing  is  reversed.  The  recommended 
provision  would  reorganize  the  timeline  so  the  Secretary  provides 
the  initial  findings  of  the  enumerated  requirements  when  request¬ 
ing  multiyear  contract  authority  and  then  certifies  the  completed 
findings  prior  to  contract  award. 

The  committee  believes  this  will  provide  more  reasonable  and 
complete  information. 

Extension  of  authority  to  acquire  products  and  services  pro¬ 
duced  in  countries  along  a  major  route  of  supply  to  Af¬ 
ghanistan  (sec.  802) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend 
through  December  31,  2015,  the  authority  under  section  801  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010  (Public 
Law  111-84;  123  Stat.  2399),  as  amended,  to  acquire  goods  and 
services  on  a  non-competitive  basis  in  certain  countries  along  the 
Northern  Distribution  Network  transit  routes  that  support  U.S. 
and  coalition  forces  in  Afghanistan. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Department  of  Defense  is 
seeking  to  extend  this  authority  in  part  because  it  anticipates  that 
retrograde  operations  for  U.S.  equipment  coming  out  of  Afghani¬ 
stan  will  extend  beyond  the  conclusion  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  International  Security  Assistance  Force  mission  at 
the  end  of  2014. 
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Report  on  program  manager  training  and  experience  (sec. 
803) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  an  updated  version  of  the  2009  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  report  titled:  “OSD  [Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense]  Study  of  Program  Manager  Training  and  Experience”  not 
later  than  120  days  from  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  B — Provisions  Relating  to  Major  Defense 
Acquisition  Programs 

Synchronization  of  cryptographic  systems  for  major  defense 
acquisition  programs  (sec.  821) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  as  part  of  a  mile¬ 
stone  B  decision  for  a  major  defense  acquisition  program,  would  re¬ 
quire  that  there  be  a  plan  in  place  to  mitigate  and  account  for  costs 
in  connection  with  decertification  of  cryptographic  equipment  dur¬ 
ing  production  and  procurement  of  the  system.  The  provision  in¬ 
cludes  a  waiver  based  on  national  security  needs.  The  provision  is 
based  on  prior  experience  with  the  Advanced  Extremely  High  Fre¬ 
quency  Satellite  System  which  has  had  to  re-engineer  a  new  cryp¬ 
tographic  unit  as  it  was  decertified  during  the  production  of  the 
satellite  system. 

Assessment  of  dedicated  control  system  before  Milestone  B 
approval  of  major  defense  acquisition  programs  consti¬ 
tuting  a  space  program  (sec.  822) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  implement  a 
recommendation  from  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 
report,  “Satellite  Control  Operations,”  GAO-13-315,  concerning  the 
use  of  dedicated  satellite  control  systems.  The  provision  requires 
the  Department  of  Defense,  as  part  of  its  Milestone  B  decision,  to 
perform  a  business  case  analysis  on  the  use  of  a  dedicated  control 
system  instead  of  a  shared  system.  The  Department  should  adhere 
to  the  report’s  recommendation  on  page  28,  that  “[t]he  analysis 
should  include  a  comparison  of  total  dedicated  network  costs  to  the 
incremental  cost  of  integrating  onto  a  shared  network.” 

Additional  responsibility  for  product  support  managers  for 
major  weapon  systems  (sec.  823) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  2337  of  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  section  823  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public 
Law  112-239)  to  provide  an  assurance  that  all  product  support  ar¬ 
rangements  explicitly  state  how  the  arrangement  will  maximize 
use  of  government  owned  inventory  before  obtaining  inventory 
from  commercial  sources. 

The  committee  notes  that  this  provision  is  a  result  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General 
(DOD  IG)  report  dated  April  25,  2013,  that  found  the  Defense  Lo¬ 
gistics  Agency  (DLA)  did  not  cost-effectively  manage  118  high  mo¬ 
bility  multipurpose  wheeled  vehicle  (HMMWV)  parts  valued  at 
$11.1  million  while  purchasing  these  parts  from  AM  General,  LLC 
for  $17.6  million. 
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The  committee  notes  this  occurred  because  the  DLA  did  not  re¬ 
view  DLA-owned  inventory  at  key  contract  decision  points  to  maxi¬ 
mize  use  of  its  own  stock.  As  a  result,  the  DOD  IG  identified  $9.7 
million  of  excess  inventory  that  could  have  been  used  for  HMMWV 
maintenance  requirements. 

The  committee  notes  that  this  particular  DOD  IG  investigation 
and  report  only  focused  on  one  particular  weapon  system  at  one 
particular  depot.  The  committee  believes  there  could  be  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  greater  and  similar  inventory  efficiency  across  all  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  weapon  systems. 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  review  of  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  processes  for  the  acquisition  of  weap¬ 
ons  systems  (sec.  824) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  to  carry  out  a  com¬ 
prehensive  review  of  the  processes  and  procedures  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  for  the  acquisition  of  major  weapons  systems  and 
report  upon  this  review  to  the  congressional  defense  committees. 

Subtitle  C — Amendments  to  General  Contracting 
Authorities,  Procedures,  and  Limitations 

Maximum  amount  of  allowable  costs  of  compensation  of 
contractor  employees  (sec.  841) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  reduce  the 
cap  on  allowable  costs  of  compensation  of  contractor  employees  to 
an  amount  consistent  with  the  original  legislative  cap,  adjusted  for 
inflation,  and  provide  for  future  annual  adjustments  by  reflecting 
the  change  in  the  Employment  Cost  Index  (ECI)  for  all  workers,  as 
calculated  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  and  Statistics. 

Section  808  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1998  (Public  Law  105-85)  limited  the  amount  of  contractor 
executive  compensation  allowable  for  reimbursement  under  federal 
contracts  to  a  benchmark  based  on  the  median  amount  of  com¬ 
pensation  provided  to  senior  executives  in  large  U.S.  corporations, 
as  calculated  by  the  Office  of  Federal  Procurement  Policy  (OFPP) — 
then  $340,650. 

Since  that  time  the  cap  has  more  than  doubled  to  $763,029  for 
2011  and  2012,  and  is  expected  to  increase  to  more  than  $950,000 
in  2013.  By  contrast,  if  the  original  cap  had  been  adjusted  for  infla¬ 
tion  it  would  now  be  only  $487,325.  The  committee  concludes  that 
the  growth  of  the  cap  by  almost  $300,000  more  than  the  rate  of  in¬ 
flation  cannot  be  justified. 

At  a  time  when  most  Americans  are  seeing  little  or  no  increase 
in  their  paychecks  and  budget  constraints  require  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  find  efficiencies  in  all  areas,  the  committee  concludes 
that  increases  of  this  magnitude  are  unsupportable. 
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Implementation  by  Department  of  Defense  of  certain  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  on  oversight  of  pensions  offered  by  Department 
contractors  (sec.  842) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  assign  responsibility  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  oversight  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  pension  plans  of¬ 
fered  by  Department  contractors  and  issue  certain  guidance  on 
pension  benefits. 


Subtitle  D — Other  Matters 

Extension  of  prohibition  on  contracting  with  the  enemy  in 
the  United  States  Central  Command  theater  of  oper¬ 
ations  (sec.  861) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  841  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2012  (P.L.  112-81)  by  striking  “the  date  that  is  three  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act”  and  inserting  “December  31, 
2016”. 

Section  841  allowed  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  void  a  contract 
being  performed  in  the  U.S.  Central  Command  area  of  responsi¬ 
bility  upon  a  determination  that  a  foreign  entity  or  individual  per¬ 
forming  on  the  contract  is  directly  engaged  in  hostilities  or  is  sub¬ 
stantially  supporting  forces  that  are  engaged  in  hostilities  against 
the  United  States  or  its  coalition  partners. 

Prohibition  on  contracting  with  the  enemy  (sec.  862) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  841  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2012  (P.L.  112-81). 

Section  841  allows  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  void  a  contract 
being  performed  in  the  U.S.  Central  Command  area  of  responsi¬ 
bility  upon  a  determination  that  a  foreign  entity  or  individual  per¬ 
forming  on  the  contract  is  directly  engaged  in  hostilities  or  is  sub¬ 
stantially  supporting  forces  that  are  engaged  in  hostilities  against 
the  United  States  or  its  coalition  partners. 

The  committee  recommends  expansion  of  this  provision  to  all 
combatant  commanders.  Upon  receiving  findings  that  a  person  or 
entity  is  providing  funds  to  a  person  or  entity  who  is  engaged  in 
hostilities  against  the  United  States,  the  combatant  commander 
would,  in  consultation  with  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Pol¬ 
icy,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology, 
and  Logistics,  and  the  relevant  U.S.  embassy,  determine  an  appro¬ 
priate  plan  of  action  to  mitigate  the  flow  of  funds  to  that  person 
or  entity. 

When  that  plan  of  action  includes  contract  actions,  the  head  of 
contracting  activity  may  terminate  or  void  the  contract,  grant,  or 
cooperative  agreement,  and  restrict  future  awards  to  such  person 
or  entity. 

The  individual  or  entity  would  be  provided  with  post-deprivation 
due  process  within  30  days  of  the  receipt  of  notification. 
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Report  on  the  elimination  of  improper  payments  (sec.  863) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  on  the  Department’s  plan  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  recommendations  of  the  Comptroller  General  regarding 
the  elimination  of  improper  payments. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 

Application  of  the  Berry  Amendment  to  the  acquisition  of 
athletic  footwear  in  the  Department  of  Defense 

Congress  passed  the  Berry  Amendment  in  1941  to  ensure  that 
American  soldiers  trained  and  operated,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  in  American-made  materials.  The  Berry  Amendment 
specifically  covers  footwear  listed  in  Federal  Supply  Class  8430  or 
8435. 

The  Army,  in  2001,  and  the  Air  Force,  in  2008,  have  moved  away 
from  issuing  athletic  footwear  to  new  recruits.  Instead,  new  re¬ 
cruits  are  given  an  allowance  to  acquire  athletic  footwear  from  the 
service  exchange. 

During  this  period  of  time,  no  athletic  footwear  was  available 
that  could  have  met  the  requirements  of  the  Berry  Amendment 
without  a  waiver.  It  is  the  committee’s  understanding  that  at  least 
one  domestic  contractor  is  now  producing  such  footwear. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  U.S.  Army  Natick  Soldier  Re¬ 
search,  Development,  and  Engineering  Center  to  undergo  a  study, 
to  be  completed  no  later  than  January  1,  2014,  of  currently  avail¬ 
able  Berry  compliant  athletic  footwear  to  ascertain  whether  the  De¬ 
partment’s  needs  could  be  satisfied  for  new  recruits.  The  committee 
believes  this  study  should  review  the  various  sizes  and  fit  of  ath¬ 
letic  shoes  required,  the  cost  and  capacity  of  products  available  in 
sufficient  quantity  and  quality  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  (DOD),  and  whether  such  footwear  could  be  made. 

During  roughly  the  last  decade,  certain  procurement  incidents 
and  policy  changes  have  created  some  level  of  unease  with  respect 
to  the  Berry  Amendment’s  application  to  not  only  athletic  footwear 
but  also  textiles  and  clothing.  As  such,  the  committee  directs  DOD 
to  submit  a  publicly  releasable  report  to  the  congressional  defense 
committees  that  includes,  but  not  be  limited  to,  any  audits  or  au¬ 
diting  policy,  investigations  and  enforcement,  incentives,  procure¬ 
ment  officer  training,  and  regulatory  interpretation  guidelines  re¬ 
lating  to  the  Department’s  contracting  for  textiles  and  clothing  con¬ 
tained  in  Federal  Supply  Codes  83  and  84,  and  athletic  footwear 
listed  in  Federal  Supply  Class  8430  and  8435. 

Clarification  pertaining  to  small  business  contracting  re¬ 
quiring  a  written  justification  and  approval 

The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010 
(Public  Law  111-84)  included  a  requirement  for  a  written  justifica¬ 
tion  and  approval  (J&A)  when  awarding  applicable  federal  sole- 
source  contracts  in  excess  of  $20.0  million. 

Ensuring  competition  in  the  federal  acquisition  process  is  of  vital 
importance  to  U.S.  taxpayers.  Section  811  was  intended  to  further 
this  objective;  however,  the  committee  understands  government 
contracting  officers  may  inadvertently  be  deterred  from  awarding 


142 


Small  Business  8(a)  contracts  over  $20.0  million  as  a  result  of  con¬ 
fusion  over  the  proper  interpretation  of  section  811. 

Section  811  does  not  prohibit  the  award  of  sole  source  contracts 
of  over  $20.0  million  to  those  businesses  which  qualify  for  the 
Small  Business  8(a)  program;  however,  those  contracts  do  require 
a  J&A. 

Within  90  days  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  committee  directs 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  on  the  actions  taken  and  guidance  issued  regard¬ 
ing  the  proper  use  and  implementation  of  section  811  as  it  regards 
Small  Business  8(a)  contracts. 

Competition  in  the  development  and  procurement  of  train¬ 
ing  systems 

Section  202(d)  of  the  Weapon  Systems  Acquisition  Reform  Act  of 
2009  (Public  Law  111 — 23)  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
take  actions  to  ensure  that,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  and 
consistent  with  statutory  requirements,  contracts  for  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  major  weapon  systems  are  awarded  on  a  competitive  basis 
that  gives  full  consideration  to  all  potential  sources. 

This  provision  reflects  the  committee’s  view  that  competition, 
where  it  is  feasible,  results  in  reduced  costs  and  improved  con¬ 
tractor  performance. 

The  committee  believes  that  competition  can  have  a  similar  bene¬ 
ficial  impact  in  the  area  of  training  systems  related  to  major  pro¬ 
grams.  The  committee  urges  the  military  departments  to  actively 
explore  the  expanded  use  of  competition  as  a  tool  to  drive  down 
costs  and  improve  performance  in  the  acquisition  of  training  sys¬ 
tems  for  major  programs. 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  report  on  best 
value  competitive  source  selection  techniques 

The  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  Part  15  allows  the  use  of  sev¬ 
eral  best  value  competitive  source  selection  techniques  to  meet 
agency  needs.  An  agency  can  obtain  best  value  in  negotiated  acqui¬ 
sitions  by  using  any  one  of  a  number  of  source  selection  ap¬ 
proaches.  Within  this  best  value  continuum,  the  contracting  officer 
(CO)  should  choose  an  approach  that  is  most  advantageous  to  the 
government. 

The  CO  may  elect  to  use  the  lowest  price  technically  acceptable 
process  in  acquisitions  where  the  requirement  is  clearly  definable 
and  the  risk  of  unsuccessful  contract  performance  is  minimal.  By 
contrast,  the  CO  may  elect  to  use  a  trade-off  process  in  acquisitions 
when  it  may  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  government  to  consider 
award  to  other  than  the  lowest  priced  offeror  or  other  than  the 
highest  technically  rated  offeror.  In  these  instances,  non-cost  eval¬ 
uation  factors,  such  as  technical  capabilities,  can  play  an  important 
role  in  the  source  selection  and  trade-offs  among  price  and  non-cost 
factors  and  allow  the  Department  to  accept  other  than  the  lowest 
priced  proposal. 

The  committee  has  concerns  that  the  appropriate  acquisition 
process  is  not  always  being  utilized  and  therefore  directs  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  to  conduct  a  review  of  the  suf¬ 
ficiency  of  the  training  of  the  acquisition  workforce  in  the  selection 
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of  the  appropriate  acquisition  process,  and  review  guidance  and  di¬ 
rectives  on  the  appropriate  use  of  the  various  acquisition  processes. 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  report  on  in-line 
management  process  for  the  acquisition  process 

Not  later  than  April  15,  2014,  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  shall  review  the  chain  of  command  for  acquisition- 
related  functions  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  poten¬ 
tial  changes  to  that  chain  of  command. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  current  system  is  intended 
to  avoid  fragmentation,  as  recommended  by  the  Packard  Commis¬ 
sion  report  in  1986,  by  ensuring  that  program  managers  report 
only  to  program  executive  officers,  who  report  only  to  service  acqui¬ 
sition  executives,  who  are  in  turn  subject  to  the  management  and 
supervision  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition, 
Technology,  and  Logistics. 

The  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  consider  alter¬ 
nate  approaches  that  would  increase  the  role  of  the  service  secre¬ 
taries  and/or  the  service  chiefs  in  that  process,  including  the  “in¬ 
line  management  process”  recommended  by  the  independent  panel 
assessment  accompanying  the  2009  Quadrennial  Defense  Review 
(QDR),  to  determine  whether  or  not  such  changes  would  be  likely 
to  enhance  performance  and  accountability  in  the  acquisition  of 
major  defense  acquisition  programs. 

The  Comptroller  General’s  review  should,  at  a  minimum,  con¬ 
sider:  (1)  whether  adding  the  service  secretaries  and/or  chiefs  of 
staff  to  the  acquisition  chain  of  command  would  be  likely  to  in¬ 
crease  or  reduce  fragmentation  of  authority  and  accountability  in 
the  acquisition  system;  and  (2)  whether  adding  the  service  secre¬ 
taries  and/or  chiefs  of  staff  to  the  acquisition  chain  of  command 
would  or  would  not  be  likely  to  help  address  the  underlying  causes 
of  cost,  schedule,  and  performance  problems  in  the  acquisition  proc¬ 
ess. 

In  conducting  this  review,  the  Comptroller  General  should  also 
consider  the  requirements  of  section  853  of  the  John  Warner  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2007  (Public  Law 
109-364)  regarding  program  manager  empowerment  and  account¬ 
ability  and  assess  whether  adding  the  service  secretaries  and/or 
chiefs  of  staff  to  the  acquisition  chain  of  command  would  be  likely 
to  contribute  to  or  detract  from  the  objectives  of  that  provision. 

Comptroller  General  report  on  process  and  procedures  for 
identifying  duplicative  and/or  inefficient  major  develop¬ 
ment  and  procurement  programs 

The  committee  requires  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  to  review  the  various  processes  and  procedures  for  identi¬ 
fying  duplicative  and/or  inefficient  major  development  and  procure¬ 
ment  programs,  report  upon  their  efficiency,  and  make  any  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  improvement  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  not  later  than  180  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Report  on  the  configuration  steering  boards 

The  committee  supports  the  work  of  the  Joint  Requirements 
Oversight  Council  (JROC)  that  has  identified  mechanisms  to  en- 
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sure  “appropriate  trade-offs  are  made  among  the  life-cycle  cost, 
schedule,  and  performance  objectives,  and  procurement  quantity 
objectives,  in  the  establishment  and  approval  of  military  require¬ 
ments.”  Specifically,  the  JROC  has  issued  guidance  that  “encour¬ 
ages  Program  Managers,  Program  Executive  Officers  and  Compo¬ 
nent  Acquisition  Executives,  in  coordination  with  the  requirements 
sponsor,  to  officially  require  requirements  relief,  through  the  appro¬ 
priate  requirements  validation  authority,  where  Key  Performance 
Parameters  appear  out  of  line  with  an  appropriate  cost-benefit 
analysis.” 

The  committee,  however,  continues  to  have  concerns  with  the 
growth  and  change  of  requirements  during  a  program’s  life-cycle 
and  believes  that  such  requirements  creep  can  occur  at  lower  levels 
of  the  requirements  chain. 

The  committee  attempted  to  address  this  issue  in  the  Duncan 
Hunter  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2009 
(P.L.  110-417)  with  a  provision,  section  814,  creating  Configuration 
Steering  Boards  for  cost  control  under  major  defense  acquisition 
programs. 

Configuration  Steering  Boards  are  responsible  for  reviewing  any 
proposed  changes  to  program  requirements  or  system  configuration 
that  could  have  the  potential  to  adversely  impact  program  cost  or 
schedule  and  for  recommending  changes  that  have  the  potential  to 
improve  program  cost  or  schedule  in  a  manner  consistent  with  pro¬ 
gram  objectives. 

The  committee  directs  the  Government  Accountability  Office  to 
conduct  a  study  of  the  implementation  of  section  814  and  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  the  services  have  convened  Configuration  Steering 
Boards,  and  the  extent  to  which  requirements  creep  has  been  suc¬ 
cessfully  addressed. 

Required  goals  for  future  Financial  Improvement  and  Audit 
Readiness  reports 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  is  required  to  achieve  audit 
readiness  for  its  Statement  of  Business  Resources  by  September  30, 
2014  and  audit  readiness  for  its  full  financial  statements  by  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  2017.  In  order  to  assist  in  achieving  these  legal  require¬ 
ments,  DOD  has  published  a  Financial  Improvement  and  Audit 
Readiness  (FIAR)  Guidance. 

The  FIAR  Guidance  outlines  a  process  of  four  waves  for  achiev¬ 
ing  audit  readiness.  Each  wave  has  objectives  that  must  be 
achieved  before  progressing  to  the  next  wave.  DOD  provides  quar¬ 
terly  reports  on  their  progress  in  meeting  their  objectives. 

The  committee  notes  that  progress  is  being  made  toward  these 
goals;  however,  the  committee  also  notes  that  the  most  recent  quar¬ 
terly  report  did  not  contain  a  specific  deadline  for  completion  of  the 
third  wave.  Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Department  to  in¬ 
clude  a  deadline  for  completion  of  each  wave  in  the  next  quarterly 
report,  including  specific  metrics  tracking  progress  on  their  comple¬ 
tion. 

The  committee  notes  that  substantial  progress  has  been  made  to¬ 
ward  meeting  these  statutory  goals;  however,  the  committee  re¬ 
mains  concerned  with  the  Department’s  ability  to  actually  achieve 
them.  The  Department’s  financial  and  related  business  manage- 
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ment  systems  and  control  weaknesses  have  adversely  affected  its 
ability  to  control  costs  and  ensure  basic  accountability. 

As  the  most  recent  FIAR  Guidance  points  out,  “each  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments  is  larger  than  most  American  companies.  The  De¬ 
partment’s  annual  budget  is  56  percent  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  discretionary  budget  and  it  holds  86  percent  of  the  Federal 
Government’s  assets,  as  reported  on  the  Federal  Government’s 
Consolidated  Financial  Statements.  With  over  $1.0  trillion  in  com¬ 
bined  budgetary  resources,  producing  auditable  financial  state¬ 
ments  requires  a  strategic,  long-term  plan  that  addresses  issues  in 
an  organized,  prioritized,  and  incremental  manner.” 

The  committee  strongly  believes,  therefore,  that  producing 
auditable  financial  statements  is  crucial  to  providing  efficient  and 
effective  use  of  limited  budgetary  resources. 


TITLE  IX— DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION  AND  MANAGEMENT 

Subtitle  A — Department  of  Defense  Management 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Management  (sec.  901) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  convert  the 
position  of  Deputy  Chief  Management  Officer  to  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  Management  (USD(M))  and  to  designate  that  posi¬ 
tion  as  the  Chief  Information  Officer  (CIO)  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD). 

Section  904  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  (NDAA) 
for  Fiscal  Year  2008  (Public  Law  110-181)  designated  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense  as  the  DOD  Chief  Management  Officer 
(DCMO),  established  an  Under  Secretary  of  Defense-level  Deputy 
Chief  Management  Officer  to  assist  the  Deputy  Secretary,  and 
named  the  under  secretaries  of  the  military  departments  as  their 
organizations’  Chief  Management  Officers. 

This  legislation  was  intended  to  strengthen  the  management  of 
DOD’s  business  operations  and  was  the  result  of  a  series  of  rec¬ 
ommendations  from  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 
and  several  think-tanks  that  argued  the  need  for  a  senior  official 
at  DOD  with  significant  authority  and  experience  to  focus  attention 
on  enterprise- wide  business  transformation  and  sustain  progress  at 
the  highest  levels  of  DOD. 

The  framework  enacted  into  law  was  a  compromise  between 
those  such  as  then-Comptroller  General  David  Walker  who  advo¬ 
cated  creation  of  a  second  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  focused 
solely  on  management,  and  those  who  asserted  that  no  reorganiza¬ 
tion  was  necessary  to  address  DOD’s  persistent  business  chal¬ 
lenges. 

Following  enactment  of  the  legislation,  DOD  moved  quickly  to 
implement  the  new  office  of  the  DCMO  with  the  mission  of  inte¬ 
grating,  synchronizing,  and  coordinating  DOD’s  business  oper¬ 
ations.  On  July  1,  2010,  the  first  DCMO  was  confirmed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  sworn  in.  At  that  time,  DOD  believed  that  the  new  man¬ 
agement  structure  put  in  place  by  the  FY08  NDAA  was  properly 
scoped  and  defined  to  enable  DOD  to  make  significant  progress  in 
breaking  down  its  functional  stovepipes. 

The  committee  believes  that  while  significant  progress  has  been 
made,  it  has  become  increasingly  clear  that  additional  changes  to 
the  structure  of  the  DCMO  position  are  needed  to  position  DOD  for 
success  in  its  business  mission. 

Specifically,  change  is  required  to  make  the  DCMO  a  co-equal  of 
the  other  Under  Secretaries  of  Defense  with  the  independent  statu¬ 
tory  authorities  necessary  to  introduce  and  drive  implementation  of 
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transformational  change  and  improvement  in  the  Department’s 
business  operations. 

The  provision  also  would  designate  the  USD(M)  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  CIO  and  would  mandate  that  the  USD(M)  exercise  author¬ 
ity,  direction,  and  control  over  the  Information  Assurance  Direc¬ 
torate  (IAD)  of  the  National  Security  Agency  (NSA).  Since  the 
elimination  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Networks  and  Information  Integration  (ASD(NII)),  the  DOD  CIO 
has  not  been  a  Senate-confirmed  position.  In  addition,  in  creating 
the  DCMO  position,  Congress  assigned  multiple  roles  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  to  the  DCMO  that  had  been  performed  by  the  CIO,  which 
further  diluted  the  clout  of  the  CIO.  Also,  the  bifurcation  of  the  Of¬ 
fice  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Command,  Control, 
Communications,  and  Intelligence  into  the  ASD(NII)  and  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Intelligence  (USD(I))  led  to  the 
USD(I)  supervising  the  NSA  IAD,  despite  the  fact  that  the  CIO, 
not  the  USD(I),  is  responsible  for  information  systems  security, 
which  is  the  mission  of  the  IAD. 

The  current  provision  would  unify  roles  and  functions  tradition¬ 
ally  performed  by  the  CIO  and  strengthen  the  office  by  making  it 
a  Senate-confirmed  position  again,  but  without  creating  an  addi¬ 
tional  position.  A  strengthened  CIO  will  provide  better  manage¬ 
ment  and  oversight  of  information  technology,  systems,  and  oper¬ 
ations  within  DOD,  including  over  the  U.S.  Cyber  Command.  Com¬ 
bining  these  offices  also  should  produce  some  savings  in  overhead. 

The  recommended  provision  would  also  amend  section  137a(d)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  clarify  that  the  order  of  precedence 
for  the  Principal  Deputy  Under  Secretaries  of  Defense  would  be  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  officials  serving  in  the  positions  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Secretaries 
of  the  military  departments,  the  Under  Secretaries  of  Defense,  and 
the  officials  serving  in  positions  specified  in  section  131(b)(4)  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code. 

Supervision  of  Command  Acquisition  Executive  of  the 
United  States  Special  Operations  Command  by  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology, 
and  Logistics  (sec.  902) 

The  budget  request  for  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command 
(USSOCOM)  included  approximately  $1.6  billion  for  procurement 
and  $372.7  million  for  research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation 
(RDTE).  The  committee  notes  that  this  total  represents  an  increase 
of  more  than  double  in  USSOCOM’s  investment  accounts  since  fis¬ 
cal  year  2001. 

The  Commander  of  USSOCOM  is  unique  within  the  Department 
of  Defense  as  the  only  combatant  commander  empowered  with  au¬ 
thorities  for  the  development  and  acquisition  of  special  operations- 
peculiar  equipment.  Furthermore,  the  staff  of  the  Commander  of 
USSOCOM  includes  an  acquisition  executive  that  reports  solely  to 
the  Commander.  This  is  unlike  the  service  acquisition  executives  of 
the  military  departments  who  are  subject  to  the  direction  of  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logis¬ 
tics  (USD(AT&L))  in  addition  to  the  authority,  direction,  and  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department  concerned. 
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The  committee  is  supportive  of  USSOCOM’s  unique  acquisition 
authorities  to  provide  for  the  special  operations-peculiar  require¬ 
ments  of  its  forces,  including  rapid  acquisition  of  urgently  needed 
capabilities  for  deployed  or  deploying  special  operations  forces.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  committee  notes  that  the  flexibility  inherent  in  these  au¬ 
thorities  is  enormously  important  to  ensuring  that  our  special  oper¬ 
ations  forces  can  adapt  to  the  rapidly  evolving  nature  of  global 
threats.  However,  given  the  significant  growth  in  USSOCOM’s 
budget  in  recent  years  and  current  fiscal  pressures,  the  committee 
believes  additional  civilian  oversight  of  USSOCOM  investment  pro¬ 
grams  is  prudent,  particularly  the  development  and  acquisition  of 
special  operations-peculiar  platforms. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
make  the  USSOCOM  Acquisition  Executive  subject  to  the  direction 
of  the  USD(AT&L)  for  certain  acquisition  programs.  The  provision 
would  also  require  the  USD(AT&L)  to  designate  an  appropriate  of¬ 
ficial  within  the  Office  of  the  USD(AT&L)  to  provide  such  oversight 
and  direction  for  those  programs.  The  provision  would  not  alter  the 
relationship  between  the  USSOCOM  Acquisition  Executive  and  the 
Commander  of  USSOCOM  and  it  is  not  the  intent  of  the  committee 
to  delay,  unnecessarily  impede,  or  undermine  the  flexibility  of 
USSOCOM  development  and  acquisition  efforts. 

Council  on  Oversight  of  the  National  Leadership  Command, 
Control,  and  Communications  System  (sec.  903) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  a 
council  to  coordinate  activities  related  to  national  leadership  com¬ 
mand,  control,  and  communications  systems,  including  the  nuclear 
command,  control,  and  communications  system. 

Transfer  of  administration  of  Ocean  Research  Advisory 
Panel  from  Department  of  the  Navy  to  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  (sec.  904) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision,  based  upon  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  legislative  proposal,  that  would  transfer  responsi¬ 
bility  for  administration  of  the  Ocean  Research  Advisory  Panel 
(ORAP)  from  the  Department  of  the  Navy  to  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
This  change  would  allow  the  functions  of  the  ORAP  to  be  aligned 
more  appropriately  to  address  the  full  range  of  ocean,  coastal,  and 
Great  Lakes  policy  issues. 

Streamlining  of  Department  of  Defense  management  head¬ 
quarters  (sec.  905) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  a  plan  for  streamlining  Department 
of  Defense  management  headquarters  by  reducing  the  size  of  staffs, 
eliminating  tiers  of  management,  cutting  functions  that  provide  lit¬ 
tle  or  no  added  value,  and  consolidating  overlapping  and  duplica¬ 
tive  program  offices. 

The  objective  of  the  required  plan  is  to  reduce  aggregate  spend¬ 
ing  for  management  headquarters  by  not  less  than  $100.0  billion 
over  a  10  fiscal-year  period  beginning  with  fiscal  year  2015. 
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Update  of  statutory  statement  of  functions  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  relating  to  doctrine,  training, 
and  education  (sec.  906) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision,  as  requested  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense,  that  would  codify  the  responsibility  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (CJCS)  by  amending  section 
153  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  reflect  the  current  joint 
training,  doctrine,  education,  and  force  development  functions  that 
are  overseen  by  the  CJCS. 

Modification  of  reference  to  major  Department  of  Defense 
headquarters  activities  instruction  (sec.  907) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  194(f)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  update  the  reference 
to  Department  of  Defense  Instruction  5100.73,  titled  “Major  DOD 
Headquarters  Activities.” 

Subtitle  B — Space  Activities 

Limitation  on  use  of  funds  for  Space  Protection  Program 
(sec.  921) 

The  committee  has  expressed  concern  with  the  failure  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  (DOD)  to  keep  Congress  apprised  of  its 
counter  space  strategy.  DOD  states  that  they  have  developed  an  in¬ 
tegrated  effort  but  the  committee  remains  concerned  by  the  lack  of 
details  and  resources.  Of  note,  the  Air  Force’s  fiscal  year  2014 
budget  provides  no  funding  for  counter  space  programs  after  fiscal 
year  2016  in  the  base  budget.  The  committee  recognizes  that  the 
establishment  of  the  Space  Protection  Program  is  meant  to  provide 
a  central  focus  for  mission  assurance  of  national  space  capabilities. 
The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide  a  strat¬ 
egy  identifying  the  near-term  and  long-term  threat  to  critical  na¬ 
tional  security  space  systems  and  the  Department’s  plan  for  ad¬ 
dressing  that  threat  as  well  as  the  resources  requested  in  the  5- 
year  budget  plan  to  address  those  threats.  The  strategy  should  also 
include  an  assessment  of  the  capabilities  and  resources  other  coun¬ 
tries  have  allocated  and  plan  to  allocate  towards  their  own  offen¬ 
sive  counter  space  capabilities.  The  strategy  shall  be  due  no  later 
than  March  1,  2014. 

On  numerous  occasions  over  the  past  year,  the  committee  has  re¬ 
quested  that  the  Department  provide  a  complete  copy  of  the  study 
directed  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  which  led  to  a  signifi¬ 
cant  revision  of  the  Department’s  counter  space  strategy.  A  copy  of 
the  study  has  not  yet  been  provided  to  the  committee,  therefore, 
the  committee  restricts  $10.0  million  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
the  Space  Protection  Program  until  a  copy  of  the  study  is  provided. 

Subtitle  C — Intelligence-Related  Matters 
Personnel  security  (sec.  931) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  major 
reform  of  the  personnel  security  clearance  investigation,  adjudica¬ 
tion,  and  transfer  processes  to  improve  security  and  reduce  costs. 
Specifically,  the  provision  would  require: 
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(1)  the  Director  of  Cost  Analysis  and  Program  Evaluation  to 
conduct  a  comprehensive,  comparative  analysis  of  the  cost, 
schedule,  and  performance  of  personnel  security  investigations 
acquired  through  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  (OPM) 
and  through  components  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD); 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  a  plan  by  October  1, 
2014,  to  acquire  investigations  through  the  approach  most  ad¬ 
vantageous  to  DOD  and  to  determine  whether  investigations 
can  be  improved  through  the  increased  utilization  of  private 
entities  to  conduct  or  provide  supporting  information  for  secu¬ 
rity  investigations; 

(3)  the  Secretary  and  the  Director  of  National  Intelligence 
(DNI)  to  develop  a  joint  strategy  to  continuously  modernize  all 
aspects  of  personnel  security  to  lower  costs  and  improve  secu¬ 
rity,  and  to  develop  and  report  annually  on  metrics  that  will 
demonstrate  progress  in  achieving  those  objectives; 

(4)  the  Secretary  and  the  DNI  to  consider,  and  allow  them 
to  adopt,  a  series  of  innovations  in  security  investigation  meth¬ 
ods  and  data  sources  that  have  been  shown  to  be  effective 
through  analysis  and/or  demonstrations; 

(5)  the  Secretary  and  the  DNI  to  ensure,  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  practicable,  reciprocal  acceptance  of  clearances;  and 

(6)  development  of  benchmarks  by  which  to  measure  the  cur¬ 
rent  level  of  reciprocity  in  clearance  transfers  and  the  costs  im¬ 
posed  by  delays. 

DOD  transferred  the  bulk  of  its  security  investigations  in  2004 
to  OPM  because  DOD  had  accumulated  a  large  backlog  of  clearance 
applications  and  investigations  were  taking  an  enormous  amount  of 
time  which  imposed  high  indirect  costs  through  productivity  losses, 
and  (rightly)  DOD  did  not  consider  security  investigations  to  be  a 
core  mission. 

OPM  successfully  eliminated  the  backlog  that  it  inherited  and 
substantially  reduced  the  time  it  takes  to  complete  investigations. 

However,  personnel  security  costs  have  steadily  risen  and  DOD 
has  had  little  visibility  into  OPM’s  cost  structure  to  determine 
what  has  been  driving  those  increases.  A  recent  Government  Ac¬ 
countability  Office  report  documented  OPM’s  lack  of  cost  trans¬ 
parency  and  rapidly  rising  costs.  DOD  is  spending  three-quarters 
of  a  billion  dollars  annually  on  security  investigations,  and  costs 
have  been  rising  at  a  rate  of  10  percent  a  year.  Multiple  intel¬ 
ligence  agencies  that  conduct  their  own  investigations  using  the 
same  contractors  as  OPM  have  achieved  savings  of  up  to  50  per¬ 
cent  compared  to  the  prices  charged  by  OPM.  The  pressure  on 
budgets  has  become  severe,  while  new  federal  investigative  stand¬ 
ards  that  mandate  a  periodic  reinvestigation  every  5  years  could 
increase  the  cost  of  personnel  security  dramatically  in  coming 
years. 

In  addition,  DOD  and  DNI  have  been  eager  to  modernize  the  se¬ 
curity  investigation  process,  believing  that  doing  so  would  actually 
improve  security,  reduce  the  time  needed  for  investigations,  and  re¬ 
duce  costs.  OPM  has  been  slow  to  address  these  cost  and  reform 
issues. 

The  Army  and  the  National  Reconnaissance  Office  successfully 
demonstrated,  through  a  pilot  program,  the  gains  that  can  be 
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achieved  in  efficiency,  time,  security,  and  cost  by  applying  modern 
information  technology  and  exploiting  non-traditional  information 
sources. 

Some  intelligence  agencies  have  effectively  stopped  performing 
periodic  reinvestigations,  which  has  led  to  a  huge  new  investiga¬ 
tory  backlog,  and  because  the  government  and  contract  employees 
of  these  agencies  are  past  due  for  reinvestigations,  other  agencies 
may  refuse  to  accept  their  clearances,  limiting  their  employment 
opportunities  through  no  fault  of  their  own.  Finally,  industry  has 
expressed  concerns  about  a  thicket  of  bureaucratic  obstacles  that 
still  make  the  transfer  of  clearances  between  government  agencies 
and  departments,  and  from  one  contract  to  another,  difficult  and 
time-consuming,  ultimately  costing  taxpayers  substantial  amounts 
of  money  as  workers  are  idled,  with  their  time  charged  to  overhead. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  time  has  come  to  issue  a  legisla¬ 
tive  mandate  to  force  an  action  that  all  stakeholders  seem  to  agree 
is  necessary. 

Reports  on  clandestine  human  intelligence  collection  (sec. 

932) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  acting  through  the  Director  of  Cost  Analysis 
and  Program  Evaluation  (CAPE),  and  in  consultation  with  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  National  Intelligence  (DNI),  acting  through  the  Cost  Anal¬ 
ysis  Improvement  Group  (CAIG),  and  the  Director  of  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  (CIA),  to  assess  the  potential  cost  savings  and 
effectiveness  improvements  from  consolidating  clandestine  human 
intelligence  (HUMINT)  collection  in  the  National  Clandestine  Serv¬ 
ice  managed  by  the  CIA.  In  conducting  the  assessment,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  DNI  should  assume  that  a  consolidated  HUMINT 
organization  would  include  a  military  division  supervised  by  a  gen¬ 
eral  or  flag  officer. 

In  conducting  the  assessment,  CAPE  and  CAIG  would  also  be  re¬ 
quired  to  develop  a  methodology  for  comparing  the  effectiveness  of 
the  ratios  of  support  personnel  to  case  officers  utilized  by  the  De¬ 
fense  Intelligence  Agency  and  CIA,  respectively,  and  recommend  an 
optimum  ratio.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  DNI  also  would 
be  required  to  assess  whether  institutional  and  procedural  safe¬ 
guards  are  available  to  ensure  that  a  consolidated  HUMINT  orga¬ 
nization  under  the  CIA  could  be  relied  upon  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  provision  also  would  require  CAPE  separately  to  assess  the 
performance  of  the  military  services  in  providing,  and  managing 
the  careers  of,  qualified  case  officers  for  the  Defense  Clandestine 
Service  (DCS),  the  effectiveness  of  DCS  in  providing  cover  and 
other  support  services  to  its  deployed  case  officers,  and  whether  the 
locations  to  which  DCS  case  officers  are  deployed  provide  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  collect  the  information  required  by  the  Department. 

Navy  Broad-Area  Maritime  Surveillance  aircraft  (sec.  933) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  direct  the  modification  of  the  radar  system 
that  will  be  deployed  on  the  Navy’s  Broad-Area  Maritime  Surveil¬ 
lance  (BAMS)  Triton  aircraft  to  provide  a  ground  moving  target  in- 
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dicator  (GMTI)  capability  that  is  comparable  to  the  performance  of 
the  Air  Force  Global  Hawk  Block  40  Multi-Platform  Radar  Tech¬ 
nology  Insertion  Program  (MP-RTIP).  The  provision  also  would  re¬ 
quire  the  Secretary  to  designate  the  Triton  as  a  joint  asset  avail¬ 
able  to  support  the  operational  requirements  of  the  unified  combat¬ 
ant  commands  for  radar  and  signals  intelligence  (SIGINT)  collec¬ 
tion. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Triton  radar  could  be  modi¬ 
fied  through  software  additions  at  a  very  modest  cost  to  achieve 
GMTI  performance  of  the  same  level  of  quality  and  capacity  as  the 
Block  40  Global  Hawk.  The  Navy  plans  to  procure,  over  the  life  of 
the  program,  approximately  70  Triton  aircraft.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  it  would  be  a  serious  mistake  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  pass  on  the  opportunity  to  equip  this  fleet  to  support,  when 
needed,  the  ground  forces  of  the  Marine  Corps,  the  Army,  and  Spe¬ 
cial  Forces  with  GMTI  radar. 

Similarly,  the  Navy  plans  to  equip  approximately  60  Triton  air¬ 
craft  with  a  very  capable  SIGINT  suite  as  a  replacement  for  the 
EP-3  towards  the  end  of  the  decade.  The  EP-3  is  a  joint  asset  that 
is  allocated  under  the  Global  Force  Management  Allocation  Plan 
process.  The  committee  believes  this  capability  should  be  available 
to  support  joint  requirements. 

The  budget  request  included  $375.2  million  in  PE  35220N  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Triton  program.  To  support  the  development  of 
the  software  modifications  to  the  Triton  radar  mandated  in  the 
committee  provision,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of 
$5.0  million. 

Plan  for  transfer  of  Air  Force  C-12  Liberty  Intelligence,  Sur¬ 
veillance,  and  Reconnaissance  aircraft  (sec.  934) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  and  carry  out  a  plan  to  conduct  the 
orderly  transfer  of  the  Air  Force  C-12  Liberty  intelligence,  surveil¬ 
lance,  and  reconnaissance  (ISR)  aircraft  to  the  Army  and  to  the 
U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  or  one  of  its  components.  The 
plan  will  ensure  there  is  no  impact  to  ongoing  ISR  operations  in 
Afghanistan  and  around  the  world.  The  provision  would  also  pro¬ 
hibit  the  Army  from  acquiring  additional  versions  of  its  C-12  ISR 
system,  the  Enhanced  Medium  Altitude  Reconnaissance  and  Sur¬ 
veillance  System  (EMARSS)  in  fiscal  year  2014. 

In  another  section  of  this  report,  the  committee  recommends  no 
authorization  for  the  procurement  of  four  EMARSS  aircraft,  but 
authorizes  the  same  amount  to  convert  transferred  Air  Force  C-12 
Liberty  aircraft  to  the  EMARSS  configuration. 

The  Air  Force  currently  possesses  41  C-12  Liberty  ISR  aircraft. 
These  aircraft  are  currently  assigned  to  Air  Combat  Command  and 
provide  ISR  and  direct  support  to  ground  forces,  including  Special 
Operations  Forces.  The  Army  has  been  pursuing  an  Aerial  ISR 
Strategy  2020  which  includes  a  fleet  of  24  manned  aerial  ISR  air¬ 
craft  based  on  the  C-12  (Beechcraft  350) — procuring  12  new 
EMARSS  aircraft  and  recapitalizing  12  existing  Medium  Altitude 
Multi-Intelligence  aircraft.  These  aircraft  will  replace  the  legacy 
Guardrail  systems  resulting  in  the  elimination  or  retirement  of  58 
manned  ISR  platforms. 
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In  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012 
(Public  Law  112-81),  this  committee  recommended  transferring  Air 
Force  C-12  Liberty  ISR  aircraft  to  the  Army  but  relented  at  the 
insistence  of  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs,  the  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  for  Intelligence,  and  the  leadership  of  the  Air 
Force  that  the  Air  Force  was  committed  to  the  mission  of  providing 
ISR  support  for  ground  forces.  However,  the  attempted  transfer  of 
these  aircraft  by  the  Air  Force  to  the  National  Guard  prompted  the 
Army  to  restart  the  EMARSS  program. 

The  committee  remains  convinced  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  requires  only  one  fleet  of  C-12-based  ISR  aircraft  to  provide 
tactical  support  to  ground  forces  in  a  permissive  air  defense  envi¬ 
ronment  and  looks  forward  to  reviewing  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s 
plan  on  transfer  and  use  of  its  C-12  ISR  aircraft. 

Subtitle  D — Cyberspace-Related  Matters 

Authorities,  capabilities,  and  oversight  of  United  States 
Cyber  Command  (sec.  941) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  determine  whether  U.S.  Cyber  Command 
(CYBERCOM)  requires  signals  intelligence  (SIGINT)  operational 
tasking  authority  (SOTA)  as  an  inherent  and  essential  aspect  of  its 
operational  missions.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  CYBERCOM 
needs  SOTA  to  perform  its  missions,  including  military  cyber  oper¬ 
ations  such  as  maneuvering  outside  of  national  U.S.  networks, 
operational  preparation  of  the  environment,  development  of  tar¬ 
geting  packages,  and  accessing  databases  held  by  the  National  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  (NSA),  the  Secretary  would  delegate  such  authority 
to  CYBERCOM  in  the  Secretary’s  role  as  the  President’s  Executive 
Agent  for  SIGINT  under  Executive  Order  12333. 

CYBERCOM,  like  elements  of  the  intelligence  community,  re¬ 
quires  the  ability  to  access  the  global  Internet  for  operational  pur¬ 
poses  without  necessarily  exposing  those  accesses  to  potential  ad¬ 
versaries.  In  conflict  situations,  CYBERCOM  may  be  called  upon  to 
take  actions  where  it  is  not  possible  or  necessary  to  act  with 
stealth,  and  remain  unnoticed  and  untraced.  CYBERCOM,  as  a 
military  organization,  sometimes  may  be  required  to  rapidly  over¬ 
whelm  military  targets  by  massed  action — the  very  antithesis  of 
non-disruptive  activity. 

Similarly,  CYBERCOM’s  offensive  military  forces  may  need  to 
train  and  exercise  capabilities  to  defeat  targets  not  only  by  stealthy 
infiltration  but  by  ensuring  that  they  make  use  of  a  broad  range 
of  strategies,  including  by  employing  the  cyber  equivalent  of  sud¬ 
den  and  overwhelming  force.  CYBERCOM’s  personnel  and  units 
may  need  capabilities,  and  training,  to  rapidly  plan  and  execute  po¬ 
tentially  large-scale  operations  against  new  or  unexpected  targets 
where  disruption  or  destruction  is  paramount,  not  stealth.  Test 
ranges  may  be  necessary,  since  CYBERCOM’s  forces  cannot  pre¬ 
pare  for  this  type  of  operation  out  on  the  global  Internet.  The  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Secretary  to  take  these  unique  CYBERCOM  re¬ 
quirements — many  of  which  differ  from  the  requirements  of  the  in¬ 
telligence  community — into  consideration  in  making  the  determina¬ 
tion  required  by  this  section. 
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The  provision  recommended  by  the  committee  would  require  the 
Secretary  to  designate  a  Senate-confirmed  official  within  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy  with  the  responsibility  for  oversight, 
and  resource  management  of  offensive  cyber  forces,  including  the 
national  mission  teams  that  will  defend  the  nation  by  operating  ex¬ 
ternal  to  U.S.  networks. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  oversight  of  CYBERCOM  and 
the  cyber  mission  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  is  frag¬ 
mented  and  weak.  In  part,  this  is  unavoidable,  inasmuch  as  cyber 
operations  affect  every  segment  of  the  Department,  making  clear 
lines  of  jurisdiction  and  responsibility  impossible  to  draw.  One  or¬ 
ganization  is  in  charge  of  defensive  cybersecurity,  another  for  cyber 
intelligence  missions,  others  for  technology,  architectures,  and  ac¬ 
quisition,  and  another  for  policy  and  operational  considerations. 

Oversight  is  further  complicated  by  the  varied  organizational 
structures  that  the  military  services  apply  to  cyber  missions.  In  re¬ 
sponding  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  direction  to  create  a  large 
number  of  cyber  mission  teams  to  conduct  national  cyber  defense, 
support  the  combatant  commands,  and  defend  DOD  networks,  the 
services  are  struggling  to  classify  the  personnel  who  will  man  these 
teams.  Some  of  the  services  are  building  offensive  forces  within  ex¬ 
isting  service  cryptologic  organizations  and  commands,  and  intend 
to  fund  all  such  personnel  under  the  Military  Intelligence  Program 
(MIP),  while  others  fund  and  manage  such  personnel  as  they  would 
any  other  warfighter.  Personnel  that  will  be  assigned  to  teams  that 
will  “hunt”  for  adversaries  in  the  defense  of  DOD  networks  are 
likely  to  be  funded  under  the  Information  Systems  Security  Pro¬ 
gram. 

Finally,  the  provision  would  require  that  the  Secretary  initiate 
the  process  of  creating  sophisticated  training  facilities  and  capabili¬ 
ties  for  cyber  personnel  in  the  military  services  and  at 
CYBERCOM,  independently  of  the  intelligence  community.  The 
committee  does  not  believe  that  offensive  military  cyber  forces 
should  be  funded  under  the  MIP.  The  committee  is  also  concerned 
that  the  culture  and  outlook  of  signals  intelligence  collection,  which 
is  already  overly  dominant  in  this  mission  area,  may  be  inappro¬ 
priate  to  many  cyber  missions. 

Joint  software  assurance  center  for  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (sec.  942) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  a  joint  software  assurance  center 
to  serve  as  a  resource  for  securing  the  software  acquired,  devel¬ 
oped,  maintained,  and  used  in  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD). 
The  provision  would  require  the  Secretary  to  consider  whether  an 
existing  center  could  fulfill  the  purposes  of  the  required  center. 

The  provision  would  require  the  Secretary,  within  180  days  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  to  issue  a  charter  for  the  center 
that  lays  out:  (1)  the  center’s  role  in  supporting  program  offices  in 
implementing  DOD’s  supply  chain  risk  management  strategy  and 
policies;  (2)  the  center’s  expertise  and  capabilities;  (3)  the  center’s 
management,  in  coordination  with  the  Center  for  Assured  Software 
(CAS)  of  the  National  Security  Agency,  of  a  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  program  to  improve  the  capability  of  automated  software 
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analysis  tools;  and  (4)  the  center’s  management  of  the  procurement 
and  distribution  of  enterprise  licenses  for  such  analysis  tools. 

The  provision  also  would  require  the  Secretary  to  submit  a  report 
to  the  congressional  defense  committees,  coincident  with  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  2016,  on  funding  and 
management  of  the  center,  including  a  recommendation  for  the 
placement  of  the  center  organizationally  within  the  Department. 

A  report  to  Congress  in  October  2011  from  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  on  a  strategy  for  assuring  the  security  of  DOD  software  and 
software-based  applications  indicated  that  a  software  assurance 
center  would  be  useful  to  implement  DOD’s  Trusted  Systems  and 
Networks  strategy.  The  report  further  stated  that  an  internal  DOD 
study  concluded  that  software  vulnerability  detection  should  be  “or¬ 
ganized  centrally”  to  assure  “a  consistent  response,  coherent  direc¬ 
tion,  and  comprehensive  coverage”  at  least  until  software  assur¬ 
ance  expertise  and  resources  are  developed  and  diffused  across  the 
Department.  The  committee  believes  that  a  software  assurance 
center  would  best  serve  as  the  anchor  point  for  that  “centrally  or¬ 
ganized”  effort,  and  the  implementation  of  section  933  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Authorization  of  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112— 
239). 

The  mission  of  the  center  would  be  to  educate,  train,  equip,  and 
assist  program  management  offices  to  achieve  security  in  software 
developments  and  acquisitions.  These  services  would  require  exper¬ 
tise  in  software  assurance  requirements,  design,  standards,  best 
practices,  technology  and  tools  for  code  analysis,  penetration  test¬ 
ing,  training,  system  certifications,  and  vulnerability  remediation. 

Section  933  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  mandated  the  use  of  automated  vulnerability  analysis 
tools  during  the  entire  lifecycle  of  critical  DOD  systems.  A  software 
assurance  center  would  be  a  logical  choice  for  managing  the  pur¬ 
chase  and  distribution  of  licenses  for  commercial  automated  code 
analysis  tools,  and  for  managing  the  development  of  improvements 
to  code  analysis  tools. 

Supervision  of  the  acquisition  of  cloud  computing  capabili¬ 
ties  for  intelligence  analysis  (sec.  943) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  through  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logistics,  the  Under  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  for  Intelligence,  the  Chief  Information  Officer  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  (DOD),  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Require¬ 
ments  Oversight  Council,  to  supervise  the  development  and  imple¬ 
mentation  of  plans  for  the  acquisition  of  cloud  computing  capabili¬ 
ties  for  intelligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance  (ISR)  data 
analysis  in  the  military  services  and  defense  agencies. 

The  provision  would  specifically  require  plans  for  meeting  re¬ 
quirements  for  interoperability  and  attribute-based  access  controls 
across  the  ISR  cloud  systems  of  DOD  components,  as  well  as  for 
cross-domain  enterprise-wide  discovery  and  correlation  of  data 
stored  in  cloud  and  non-cloud  databases,  relational  and  non-rela¬ 
tional  databases,  and  any  future  hybrid  or  consolidated  databases 
that  have  features  and  capabilities  of  both  relational  and  non-rela¬ 
tional  databases.  In  addition,  the  provision  would  require  these 
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plans  to  be  integrated  with  the  Defense  Intelligence  Information 
Enterprise  (DI2E),  the  Joint  Information  Environment  (JIE),  and 
the  Intelligence  Community  Information  Technology  Enterprise 
(ICITEJ. 

This  provision  is  based  in  part  on  recommendations  from  the 
Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  report  required  by  the 
House  Report  which  accompanied  H.R.  4310,  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239).  That 
report  documented  that  DOD  lacks  guidance  and  standards  gov¬ 
erning  the  development  of  the  services’  cloud  initiatives  for  ana¬ 
lyzing  ISR  data  and  for  integrating  these  activities  with  the  DI2E, 
JIE,  and  ICITE.  GAO  also  noted  that,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Army,  the  services  have  not  yet  developed  strategies  and  imple¬ 
mentation  plans  for  their  ISR  clouds. 

Cyber  vulnerabilities  of  Department  of  Defense  weapons 
systems  and  tactical  communications  systems  (sec.  944) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  within  180  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
to  report  to  the  congressional  defense  and  intelligence  committees 
on  the  capability  of  each  military  service  to  operate  in  a  hostile 
cyber  environment.  The  report  would  be  required  to  provide  an  as¬ 
sessment  of  the  cyber  threats  to  major  weapons  systems  and  tac¬ 
tical  communications  systems  that  could  emerge  within  the  next  5 
years;  an  assessment  of  the  cyber  vulnerabilities  of  major  weapons 
systems  and  tactical  communications  systems;  a  description  of  the 
current  strategy  to  defend  against  battlefield  cyber  attacks;  and  an 
estimate  of  the  costs  to  correct  the  vulnerabilities  in  the  future. 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  has  layered  defenses  for  its 
desktop  computers,  laptops,  servers,  data  centers,  and  backbone 
networks,  including  endpoint  or  host-based  defensive  systems,  such 
as  the  Host -Based  Security  System  (HBSS).  Tactical  networks,  and 
the  software  elements  of  battlefield  weapons  systems,  lack  such 
protections.  Such  tactical  systems  are  less  readily  accessible  than 
the  main  DOD  networks  and  computing  equipment,  and  utilize 
more  custom  software,  but  in  principle,  they  can  be  accessed  and 
subverted  through  wireless  communications  means  or  through 
other  wireless  apertures,  test  equipment  or  other  removable  media, 
and  through  supply  chain  compromise.  In  important  respects,  bat¬ 
tlefield  cyber  warfare  is  closely  related  to  traditional  electronic 
warfare.  It  is  critically  important  for  DOD  to  prepare  for  this  type 
of  conflict. 

As  highlighted  in  a  January  2013  report  by  the  Defense  Science 
Board,  DOD’s  dependence  upon  networked  systems  and  compo¬ 
nents  serves  as  “a  magnet  to  U.S.  opponents”  and  if  left 
unaddressed,  threatens  our  core  warfighting  capabilities.  Every 
critical  system  from  ground  vehicle  electronic  systems  and  next 
generation  aircraft  to  satellites  and  missile  defense  systems  must 
be  assessed  to  ensure  that  critical  warfighting  capabilities  are  not 
undermined  and  that  the  same  level  of  emphasis  placed  on  develop¬ 
mental  and  operational  security  in  the  physical  domain  be  ade¬ 
quately  addressed  and  applied  in  the  cyber  domain. 
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Strategy  on  use  of  the  reserve  components  of  the  Armed 
Forces  to  support  Department  of  Defense  cyber  missions 
(sec.  945) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  a  strategy  for  using  the  reserve 
components  of  the  armed  forces  to  support  the  cyber  missions  of 
U.S.  Cyber  Command  (CYBERCOM),  including  in  support  of  civil 
authorities,  and  to  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees 
on  this  strategy  within  180  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

CYBERCOM  was  established  in  2009.  While  it  has  had  large 
numbers  of  personnel  assigned  to  execute  its  defensive  mission  to 
protect  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  networks,  the  number  of 
qualified  personnel  available  for  offensive  missions,  including  offen¬ 
sive  operations  in  support  of  defensive  missions,  has  been  neg¬ 
ligible. 

CYBERCOM  has  now  begun  defining  the  numbers  of  positions 
and  their  associated  specific  skills,  and  the  number  of  units  into 
which  those  positions  would  be  grouped,  that  are  initially  required 
to  defend  the  Nation  against  major  cyber  attack,  support  the  com¬ 
batant  commanders,  and  actively  defend  DOD  networks. 

The  Secretary  recently  issued  a  directive  to  the  services  to  under¬ 
take  vigorous  action  to  generate  large  numbers  of  such  skilled 
cyber  operators  to  meet  these  CYBERCOM  manning  requirements 
(over  the  next  4  years).  The  services  are  still  in  the  early  stages 
of  responding  to  the  Secretary’s  direction. 

DOD  is  therefore  only  at  the  beginning  stages  of  determining 
how  the  reserve  components  can  and  should  be  integrated  into  the 
process  for  providing  a  total  force  solution  to  CYBERCOM’s  man¬ 
ning  requirements. 

In  developing  the  required  strategy,  the  provision  would  require 
the  Secretary  to:  (1)  identify  the  DOD  cyber  mission  requirements 
that  could  be  discharged  by  members  of  the  reserve  components;  (2) 
in  consultation  with  state  Governors,  provide  means  for  the  states 
to  provide  their  evaluation  of  state  capabilities  and  the  needs  of 
their  states  for  cyber  capabilities  that  cannot  be  fulfilled  by  con¬ 
tracting  through  the  private  sector;  (3)  identify  the  existing  capa¬ 
bilities  of  the  reserve  components  and  the  current  plans  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  services  to  utilize  them  to  meet  total  force  resource  require¬ 
ments;  (4)  assess  whether  the  National  Guard  when  activated  in 
state  status  can  operate  under  unique  and  useful  authorities  to 
support  domestic  cyber  missions  and  CYBERCOM  requirements; 
(5)  evaluate  the  ability  of  the  reserve  components  to  attract,  retain, 
manage  the  careers  of,  properly  train,  and  organize  personnel  with 
substantial  cyber  technical  expertise  from  the  private  sector;  (6)  de¬ 
velop  an  estimate  of  the  costs  of  the  personnel,  infrastructure, 
training,  and  operations  needed  to  integrate  the  reserve  compo¬ 
nents  into  the  total  force  solution  to  CYBERCOM’s  mission  require¬ 
ments;  and  (7)  assess  the  appropriateness  of  hiring  non-dual  status 
technicians  on  a  part-time  basis,  who  possess  appropriate  cyberse¬ 
curity  expertise  for  purposes  of  assisting  the  National  Guard  in 
protecting  critical  infrastructure  and  carrying  out  cybersecurity 
missions  in  defense  of  the  United  States  homeland. 

The  committee  notes  that  there  is  a  large  and  diverse  array  of 
companies  and  non-profit  organizations  in  the  private  sector  that 
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employ  people  with  expertise  in  cybersecurity.  These  organizations 
not  only  can  provide  services  to  the  states  for  day-to-day  cybersecu¬ 
rity  and  for  crisis  and  recovery  support,  but  their  employees  could 
potentially  provide  a  wealth  of  talent  as  members  of  the  reserve 
components  to  support  CYBERCOM’s  title  10  missions,  including 
support  to  civil  authorities.  While  it  is  not  clear  that  DOD  can  at¬ 
tract  these  cyber  experts  to  join  the  reserve  components  on  a  large 
scale,  the  potential  payoff  is  so  significant  that  it  must  be  fully  as¬ 
sessed. 

The  committee  also  notes,  however,  that  these  private  sector  re¬ 
sources  are  not  evenly  distributed  across  the  country.  Rather,  they 
tend  to  be  geographically  concentrated.  Furthermore,  by  the  inher¬ 
ent  virtual  nature  of  cyberspace,  the  lack  of  physical  proximity  to 
a  specific  cyber  event  or  network  need  not  be  a  major  barrier  to  the 
provision  of  support  and  collective  effort.  These  factors  may  have 
a  significant  impact  on  how  reserve  component  cyber  personnel 
should  be  organized  and  situated. 

Control  of  the  proliferation  of  cyber  weapons  (sec.  946) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
President  to  establish  an  interagency  process  to  develop  policy  to 
control  the  proliferation  of  cyber  weapons  through  unilateral  and 
cooperative  export  controls,  law  enforcement  activities,  financial 
means,  diplomatic  engagement,  and  other  means  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  considers  appropriate.  The  process  should  involve  subject  mat¬ 
ter  experts  from  across  the  government,  including  the  Department 
of  Defense,  the  Department  of  Commerce,  the  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice,  the  Department  of  the  Treasury,  the  Department  of  State,  and 
the  intelligence  community.  The  provision  would  require  the  inter¬ 
agency  process  to  produce  recommendations  within  270  days  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

In  testimony  before  the  committee  and  in  many  other  settings, 
executive  branch  civilian  and  military  leaders  have  continually 
pointed  to  cyber  threats  as  some  of  the  most  grave  facing  our  coun¬ 
try.  Recent  examples  of  such  threats  include  the  distributed  denial 
of  service  attacks  directed  at  U.S.  financial  institutions  and  the 
Shamoon  malware  cited  by  former  Secretary  of  Defense  Panetta 
that  rendered  30,000  computers  useless  at  Saudi  Aramco,  Saudi 
Arabia’s  state-owned  oil  company.  The  types  of  dangerous  software 
used  to  perpetrate  these  malicious  incidents  are  actively  traded  on 
a  global  black  market,  and  they  are  also  available  in  the  so-called 
gray  market,  through  unscrupulous  companies.  Through  these  il¬ 
licit  channels,  it  is  possible  to  procure  or  even  rent  sophisticated 
tools  and  large-scale  infrastructure  (such  as  compromised  com¬ 
puters)  to  subvert  computer  systems  and  networks.  This  thriving 
marketplace  is  driving  research  and  development  of  more  advanced 
cyber  capabilities. 

In  order  to  address  these  challenges,  the  provision  would  require 
the  President  to  determine  the  types  of  malicious  software  that  can 
and  should  be  controlled  through  existing  export  control  schemes. 
This  process  will  require  developing  definitions  and  categories  for 
controlled  cyber  technologies  and  determining  how  to  address  dual- 
use,  lawful  intercept,  and  penetration  testing  technologies.  After 
determining  which  types  of  cyber  technologies  should  be  controlled, 
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the  process  should  identify  the  intelligence,  law  enforcement,  and 
financial  tools  that  can  be  applied  to  control  and  contain  their  de¬ 
velopment,  proliferation,  and  use.  However,  the  approaches  devel¬ 
oped  must  also  take  into  account  the  needs  of  legitimate  cybersecu¬ 
rity  professionals  to  mitigate  vulnerabilities,  and  not  stifle  innova¬ 
tion  in  tools  and  technology  that  are  necessary  for  national  security 
and  the  cyber  security  of  the  Nation. 

Finally,  the  provision  would  require  the  President  to  develop  a 
statement  of  principles  regarding  U.S.  positions  on  controlling  the 
proliferation  of  cyber  weapons  to  create  new  opportunities  for  bilat¬ 
eral  and  multilateral  cooperation  to  address  this  shared  threat. 
Such  principles  could  be  leveraged  for  a  multilateral  cyber  initia¬ 
tive  that  could  build  and  operationalize  a  shared  consensus  on  lim¬ 
iting  the  spread  of  malicious  software,  increasing  accountability, 
and  creating  a  foundation  for  collective  action. 

Integrated  policy  to  deter  adversaries  in  cyberspace  (sec. 
947) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
President  to  establish  an  interagency  process  to  develop  an  inte¬ 
grated  policy  to  deter  adversaries  in  cyberspace.  The  provision 
would  require  the  President  to  provide  a  report  to  the  congressional 
defense  committees  on  this  policy  within  270  days  after  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

The  committee  has  been  pressing  for  a  strategy  and  doctrine  for 
deterring  adversaries  from  attacking  the  United  States  and  our  al¬ 
lies  for  years.  The  administration  has  made  some  progress  in  this 
area,  producing  some  elements  of  such  a  strategy,  but  the  depth 
and  breadth  of  the  analysis  and  explanation  of  the  U.S.  posture 
needs  to  be  significantly  improved. 

Centers  of  Academic  Excellence  for  Information  Assurance 
matters  (sec.  948) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  ensure  that 
Centers  of  Academic  Excellence  (CAEs)  in  Information  Assurance 
do  not  lose  their  certification  as  CAEs  in  fiscal  year  2014  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  recent  changes  in  the  certification  criteria  developed  by  the 
National  Security  Agency  (NSA).  The  provision  also  would  require 
the  President,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Education  and 
with  the  advice  of  the  National  Advisory  Committee  on  Institu¬ 
tional  Quality  and  Integrity,  to:  (1)  determine  whether  information 
assurance  has  matured  to  the  point  where  the  Federal  Government 
should  no  longer  serve  as  the  accrediting  authority  for  information 
assurance  programs  at  institutions  of  higher  education;  and  (2) 
based  on  that  determination,  reform  the  current  practice  of  NSA 
developing  the  criteria  to  guide  the  curricula  and  certifying  the  sta¬ 
tus  of  the  CAEs. 

The  first  CAEs  for  Information  Assurance  were  established  more 
than  a  decade  ago  under  the  direction  of  officials  on  the  National 
Security  Council  staff.  There  are  now  approximately  165  CAEs 
across  the  country,  with  partnerships  extending  to  many  commu¬ 
nity  colleges.  The  Department  of  Defense  funds  a  scholarship-for- 
service  program  at  these  CAEs,  as  does  the  National  Science  Foun¬ 
dation. 
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The  guidelines  for  the  curriculum  and  the  criteria  for  certifying 
these  CAEs  were  first  developed  by  NSA  under  the  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  National  Security  Systems.  These  guidelines  and  cri¬ 
teria  have  not  been  updated  since. 

In  2010,  the  administration  established  the  National  Initiative 
for  Cybersecurity  Education  (NICE),  pursuant  to  which  they  as¬ 
signed  responsibility  for  Formal  Cybersecurity  Education  to  the 
Secretary  of  Education  and  the  National  Science  Foundation.  The 
widely  held  expectation  was  that  modernization  of  the  CAE  guide¬ 
lines  and  criteria  would  issue  from  the  NICE  initiative  consistent 
with  a  Cybersecurity  Workforce  Framework  developed  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institute  for  Standards  and  Technology. 

Instead,  NSA  unilaterally  revised  the  certification  criteria  by 
issuing  new  draft  knowledge  units  and  other  criteria  to  which  the 
CAEs  would  be  required  to  align  their  curricula.  Universities  and 
colleges  that  were  up  for  renewal  of  their  certifications  would  have 
to  realign  their  programs  immediately. 

Many  of  the  CAEs  are  very  concerned  about  NSA’s  actions,  and 
perceive  that  the  new  knowledge  units  are  unduly  focused  on  the 
highly  technical  aspects  of  information  assurance,  which,  while  per¬ 
haps  appropriate  for  the  specific  needs  of  NSA  and  the  Department 
of  Homeland  Security  for  government  employees,  are  not  suited  for 
the  broad  needs  of  government  (at  all  levels)  and  the  private  sector 
for  cybersecurity  professionals.  NSA  officials  maintain  that  almost 
all  current  CAEs  will  be  able  to  qualify  under  the  new  guidelines 
without  hardship  or  significant  expense  if  they  choose  to  do  so. 
However,  a  significant  number  of  the  CAEs  do  not  agree. 

The  committee’s  provision  would  provide  time  to  step  back  and 
address  fundamental  issues.  It  would  also  require  a  determination 
whether  information  assurance  programs  are  now  sufficiently  ma¬ 
ture  to  be  accredited  in  the  same  manner  as  other  established  aca¬ 
demic  disciplines.  Accreditation  is  normally  managed  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector  in  a  peer-driven  process  involving  institutions  and  con¬ 
stituencies  that  serve  and  are  served  by  the  discipline  being 
taught.  Since  the  CAEs  were  created  over  a  decade  ago,  reliance 
on  the  Internet  has  become  universal  and  the  cyber  threat  is  ubiq¬ 
uitous,  affecting  the  entire  Nation.  There  are  now  strong  constitu¬ 
encies  throughout  government  and  industry,  and  peer  institutions 
in  academia  and  the  private  sector  that  have  vital  interests  in  the 
curriculum  and  educational  capabilities  in  information  assurance 
in  the  Nation’s  institutes  of  higher  education.  They  not  only  de¬ 
serve  a  seat  at  the  table,  but  they  have  valuable  knowledge  and  ex¬ 
perience  to  impart. 

The  committee  notes  that  a  large  number  of  federal  departments 
have  significant  cybersecurity  education  initiatives  underway,  and 
all  of  government  has  a  vital  interest  in  cybersecurity.  NSA  has 
unique  expertise,  to  be  sure,  but  no  longer  a  monopoly.  At  a  min¬ 
imum,  a  government- wide,  coordinated  process  should  be  used  to 
establish  curricula  and  criteria  for  designation  for  the  CAEs.  It  is 
also  possible  that,  after  reviewing  the  matter,  the  President  and 
academia  itself  could  decide  that  the  time  has  come  for  information 
assurance  to  become  a  recognized  academic  discipline  with  an  inde¬ 
pendent  accreditation  body  and  process. 
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While  the  President  is  making  these  decisions  and  establishing 
a  broader  and  more  peer-  and  constituency-driven  accreditation 
process,  the  committee  believes  that  the  status  quo  for  the  CAEs 
should  be  maintained. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 

Assessment  of  multi-year  procurement  of  GPS  III  satellites 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  acquisition  costs,  the  committee  directs  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  assess  the  feasibility  and  advisability 
of  multi-year  procurement  of  the  GPS  III  satellite  system  under  ex¬ 
isting  authorities.  The  assessment  shall  be  due  by  February  28, 
2014. 

Assessment  of  the  costs,  risks,  and  benefits  of  storage  on 
produced  satellites 

For  affordability  and  to  ensure  manufacturing  and  production 
lines  are  optimized,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  generally 
buys  satellites  in  block  quantities.  However,  over  the  last  few  dec¬ 
ades,  data  shows  that  satellites  are  generally  outliving  their  ex¬ 
pected  lifetimes.  This  often  times  means  that  fully  produced  sat¬ 
ellites  sit  in  storage  for  extended  periods  of  time,  sometimes  more 
than  5  years.  More  importantly,  it  is  not  fully  known  to  DOD  or 
the  development  contractor  what  effect  storage  will  have  on  the 
eventual  operational  lifetime  of  a  satellite.  In  addition  to  risk, 
there  are  costs  associated  with  extended  storage  to  include  battery 
replacement,  additional  functional  testing,  and  the  need  to  main¬ 
tain  standing  armies  of  engineers  to  be  on  call  in  the  event  an 
anomaly  may  occur.  Stored  satellites  have  also  been  launched  at 
longer  intervals  to  strategically  address  the  late  deliveries  of  follow 
on  satellite  acquisitions.  The  committee  directs  the  Comptroller 
General  to  assess  the  costs,  risks,  and  benefits  of  storage  on  pro¬ 
duced  satellites.  The  assessment  shall  include: 

(1)  an  assessment  of  DOD  and  contractor  data,  if  any,  on  the 
effects  that  storage  has  on  the  operational  lifetimes  of  sat¬ 
ellites,  to  include  correlations  between  years  in  storage  and  ex¬ 
pected  and  eventual  satellite  lifetimes; 

(2)  an  identification  of  the  costs  associated  with  satellite 
storage  over  the  past  5  years  as  well  as  anticipated  storage 
costs  over  the  next  5  years; 

(3)  an  explanation  of  the  steps  DOD  has  taken,  if  any,  to 
strategically  extend  the  lifetimes  of  satellite  constellations, 
while  incurring  unanticipated  storage  costs;  and 

(4)  the  steps  that  DOD  is  taking  to  better  understand  stor¬ 
age  and  its  overall  effects  on  satellite  operational  lifetimes;  and 

(5)  the  strategic  benefit  of  being  able  to  rapidly  reconstitute 
certain  satellites,  and  if  storage  is  the  most  cost  effective 
means  for  doing  so. 

The  assessment  shall  be  due  by  April  30,  2014. 

Core  staff  of  the  National  Reconnaissance  Office 

The  National  Reconnaissance  Office  (NRO),  while  a  Department 
of  Defense  (DOD)  agency,  has  long  been  considered  a  loose  cadre 
of  experts  loaned  from  various  defense  and  intelligence  agencies. 
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This  loaning  of  experts  has  positive  and  negative  aspects.  The  posi¬ 
tive  aspect  of  this  personnel  rotation  is  the  ability  to  bring  new  tal¬ 
ent  with  fresh  ideas  to  tackle  some  of  the  most  challenging  prob¬ 
lems  related  to  space  systems.  In  fact,  DOD  personnel  who  return 
from  a  tour  at  NRO  have  developed  synergies  between  these  two 
organizations  leading  to  a  cadre  of  space  professionals,  which  this 
committee  believes  should  be  sustained  and  nurtured  by  the  DOD. 
Section  912  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2008  (Public  Law  110-181)  shows  the  committee’s  long-stand¬ 
ing  interest  in  maintaining  a  space  cadre  by  requiring  biennial  re¬ 
ports  on  the  Department’s  space  professionals.  The  negative  aspect 
of  the  personnel  rotation  program  is  a  constantly  changing  work¬ 
force  that  is  loaned  to  a  large  agency  with  no  long-term  core  knowl¬ 
edge  base  of  scientists,  engineers,  contracting  specialists,  and  legal 
staff.  Such  a  core  group  within  the  NRO  can  carry  forward  the  cor¬ 
porate  knowledge  as  the  majority  of  the  NRO  staff  rotates  to  and 
from  their  home  agencies.  Given  that  a  significant  portion  of  staff 
at  the  NRO  is  from  DOD,  the  committee  looks  forward  to  exploring 
the  parameters  of  such  a  core  group  of  individuals  within  the  NRO 
in  the  upcoming  fiscal  year. 

Estimated  cost  to  relocate  spectrum 

Testimony  before  this  committee  has  suggested  moving  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  (DOD)  off  spectrum  below  3  GHz.  The  com¬ 
mittee  remains  skeptical  and  concerned  with  the  technical  feasi¬ 
bility  and  risk  in  such  a  move.  The  committee  directs  DOD  to  as¬ 
sess  the  impact  on  mission  and  cost  of  such  a  proposed  move  and 
provide  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later 
than  February  28,  2014. 

Evolved  Expendable  Launch  Vehicle 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  has  announced  an  acquisition 
strategy  that  involves  the  procurement  of  36  rocket  cores  over  the 
next  5  years  with  the  availability  of  an  additional  14  cores  to  be 
competed  for  by  the  incumbent  as  well  as  any  launch  providers 
that  qualify  under  Air  Force  new  entrant  guidelines.  The  com¬ 
mittee  understands  that  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  strategy,  ap¬ 
proximately  $1.1  billion  in  cost  savings  will  be  achieved  with  the 
block  buy  of  36  cores  and  the  Air  Force  is  to  be  commended  for 
these  cost  savings.  Further,  the  committee  understands  that  while 
the  Air  Force  has  completed  its  New  Entrant  Strategy,  the  other 
major  user  of  the  Evolved  Expendable  Launch  Vehicle  (EELVj,  the 
National  Reconnaissance  Office  (NRO),  has  not.  The  committee  will 
want  to  compare  the  Air  Force  and  the  NRO  strategies  and  to  un¬ 
derstand  what  differences  there  are  and  why,  since  both  the  Air 
Force  and  the  NRO  will  use  these  14  cores.  Furthermore,  the  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Director  of  the  NRO  to  consult  with  the  Air 
Force  on  any  differences  in  strategy  that  significantly  deviate  from 
the  Air  Force  approach. 

The  committee’s  understanding  from  new  entrants  is  that  while 
they  are  generally  pleased  with  the  strategy,  there  are  still  con¬ 
cerns  with  the  EELV  Launch  Capability  (ELC)  funding  and  wheth¬ 
er  it  gives  an  unfair  advantage  to  the  incumbent.  The  committee 
will  want  to  understand  the  nature  of  the  ELC  during  competition 
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for  the  14  cores  in  addition  to  the  36  core  block  buy.  The  committee 
will  look  carefully  in  the  out-years  as  to  the  structure  of  future  ac¬ 
quisition  strategies  and  in  particular  how  the  ELC  will  be  struc¬ 
tured,  assuming  there  are  multiple  launch  providers. 

Likewise,  the  committee  expects  that  once  a  new  entrant  is  cer¬ 
tified  it  will  have  to  establish  the  acquisition  rigor  that  the  current 
incumbent  undergoes — business  systems  that  substantially  comply 
with  Department  of  Defense  data  requirements  and  cost  accounting 
standards,  including  certified  cost  or  price  data  to  protect  tax¬ 
payers’  interest  that  it  is  paying  a  reasonable  and  appropriate  price 
and  Defense  Contracting  Audit  Agency  audits  to  verify  and  vali¬ 
date  contractors’  systems  and  data.  Certification  by  the  Air  Force 
must  also  be  closely  monitored  to  ensure  technical  standards  are 
consistent  with  the  risk  level  of  the  mission  prior  to  contract 
award. 

Joint  Space  Operations  Center  Mission  System  Program 

The  committee  continues  to  believe  that  improvements  to  the 
space  situational  awareness  and  space  command  and  control  capa¬ 
bilities  of  the  United  States  are  critical,  and  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  has  the  opportunity  to  achieve  efficiency  and  cost  effective¬ 
ness  by  utilizing,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  readily  available 
commercial  and  government-developed  capabilities.  The  committee 
fully  expects  the  Air  Force  to  pursue  a  tailored  incremental  infor¬ 
mation  technology  approach  with  priority  given  to  transition  from 
the  legacy  Space  Defense  Operations  Center  system  by  2014. 

The  committee  expects  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to,  when 
appropriate,  fully  incorporate  existing,  mature,  commercial  tech¬ 
nology  products  in  order  to  replace  the  legacy  system  on  an  acceler¬ 
ated  basis  and  utilize  efficient  testing  and  validation  methods.  In 
addition,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to 
provide  a  briefing  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later 
than  August  1,  2013,  assessing  the  Air  Force’s  plan  of  execution  for 
the  Increment  2  schedule,  based  upon  available  funding. 

Mainframe  computer  security 

The  Defense  Information  Systems  Agency  (DISA)  operates  a 
large  number  of  mainframe  computers  to  process  and  store  critical 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  information.  These  mainframes  are 
protected  by  some  elements  of  DOD’s  layered  cybersecurity  de¬ 
fenses,  but  other  layers  are  absent,  in  part  because  mainframes 
have  unique  features  and  attack  vectors  for  which  standard  defense 
systems  and  architectures  do  not  apply.  However,  DISA’s  position 
is  that  these  mainframes  do  not  require  the  same  level  of  attention 
because  they  have  inherently  elevated  security,  achieved  through 
the  rigorous  architecture,  engineering,  access  procedures,  and  pro¬ 
gramming  languages  applied  to  mainframe  computing. 

The  committee  agrees  that  mainframe  computers  have  better 
built-in  security,  but  disagrees  that  these  enhanced  security  fea¬ 
tures  alone  are  sufficient  to  provide  the  level  of  protection  needed. 
In  addition,  the  importance  of  mainframes  to  DOD’s  information 
enterprise  makes  them  an  attractive  target.  According  to  General 
Keith  Alexander,  the  Commander  of  U.S.  Cyber  Command 
(CYBERCOM)  and  the  Director  of  the  National  Security  Agency 
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(NSA),  in  testimony  before  the  committee,  “there’s  more  work  that 
needs  to  be  done  in  protecting  the  mainframe  computers  and  that 
portion  of  the  total  information  infrastructure.” 

The  committee  directs  that  CYBERCOM  and  NSA  jointly  conduct 
a  vulnerability  assessment  of  DOD  mainframe  computers,  and 
make  recommendations  to  the  Chief  Information  Officer  and  the 
Director  of  DISA  for  addressing  vulnerabilities  that  may  exist, 
within  180  days  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Modernization  of  Defense  Support  Program  Mobile  Ground 
System 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  directed  to  report  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  on  efforts  to  modernize  the  Defense 
Support  Program  Mobile  Ground  System  for  integration  into  the 
Space  Based  Infrared  System.  The  report  shall  be  due  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  February  28,  2014. 

Payload  processing  services 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Air  Force  has  taken  steps 
that  may  undermine  competition  for  payload  processing  for  the 
Evolved  Expendable  Launch  Vehicle  (EELV)  program.  Given  the 
Air  Force’s  initiatives  to  instill  competition  in  the  EELV  program, 
the  committee  is  concerned  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  taken  all  ap¬ 
propriate  steps  to  encourage  competition  for  payload  processing 
services.  The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with¬ 
in  90  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  to  provide  a  plan  to  the 
congressional  defense  committees  on  how  the  Air  Force  intends  to 
ensure  competition  in  payload  processing  services. 

Report  on  disaggregation  and  payload  hosting 

Much  has  been  stated  by  the  Department  of  Defense  on  the  at¬ 
tributes  of  disaggregating  sensors  and  hosting  these  payloads  on 
other  satellite  systems  to  potentially  reduce  cost  and  increase  sur¬ 
vivability.  The  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  is  directed 
to  assess  the  potential  benefits  and  drawbacks  of  disaggregating 
key  military  space  systems  and  examine  whether  disaggregation 
and  payload  hosting  offers  either  decreased  acquisition  and  life 
cycle  cost  and  increased  survivability  of  a  constellation  compared 
to  more  traditional  approaches  such  as  incremental  technological 
improvements  of  the  existing  satellite  architecture  and  the  use  of 
block  buy  or  fixed  price  acquisition  strategy.  In  particular,  the  GAO 
is  directed  to  examine  these  concepts  on  three  systems,  the  Space 
Based  Infrared  Satellite  (SBIRS),  the  Advanced  Extremely  High 
Frequency  satellite  system,  and  the  follow-on  defense  weather  sat¬ 
ellite  system.  There  is  precedent  with  the  use  of  SBIRS  Highly  El¬ 
liptical  Orbit  1  and  2  on  hosted  payloads.  The  report  for  this  effort 
shall  be  due  by  March  31,  2014. 

Report  on  Family  of  Advanced  Beyond  Line  of  Sight  Com¬ 
mand  Terminals  for  airborne  platforms 

There  has  been  much  re-scoping  of  the  Family  of  Advanced  Line 
of  Sight  Command  Terminals  (FAB-T).  Originally  intended  for 
ground,  command  post  (air  and  ground),  as  well  as  the  B-2  and  B- 
52  aircraft,  the  committee  understands  that  the  Air  Force  is  now 
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considering  only  the  ground  and  command  post  versions  of  the  ter¬ 
minal.  If  a  version  of  the  terminal  is  proven  feasible  for  the  B-2 
and  B-52  aircraft,  the  committee  directs  the  Air  Force  in  coordina¬ 
tion  with  U.S.  Strategic  Command  (USSTRATCOM)  to  provide  an 
assessment  of  whether  the  requirement  for  integrating  these  termi¬ 
nals  into  the  airframes  is  still  valid  and  if  the  Air  Force  intends 
to  provide  a  follow-on  FAB-T  capability  for  these  aircraft  and  by 
what  timeframe.  The  assessment  shall  be  due  by  February  28, 
2014  and  shall  include  the  views  of  the  Commander  of 
USSTRATCOM. 

Report  on  North  Korea’s  ability  to  develop  a  functional  nu¬ 
clear-armed  long-range  ballistic  missile 

In  April  2012,  North  Korea  first  displayed  what  appeared  to  be 
a  mobile  intercontinental  ballistic  missile  (ICBM),  referred  to  as 
the  KN-08,  which  has  not  yet  been  flight  tested.  In  December 
2012,  after  more  than  a  decade  of  efforts  to  launch  a  satellite  with 
the  Taepo  Dong  space-launch  vehicle  (SLV),  North  Korea  succeeded 
for  the  first  time  in  placing  a  satellite  in  orbit  with  the  Taepo 
Dong-2  SLV,  thus  demonstrating  success  with  the  development  of 
ballistic  missile  technology.  On  February  12,  2013,  North  Korea  an¬ 
nounced  that  it  had  successfully  conducted  its  third  nuclear  test. 
As  Madelyn  Creedon,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Global 
Strategic  Affairs,  testified  to  the  committee,  “North  Korea’s  long- 
range  ballistic  missile  capabilities  have  advanced  rapidly  during 
the  last  year.  The  increased  pace  of  this  emerging  threat  required 
the  United  States  to  adapt  its  homeland  defense  capabilities  .... 
These  programs  demonstrate  North  Korea’s  commitment  to  develop 
long-range  missile  technology  that  could  pose  a  direct  threat  to  the 
United  States.” 

These  developments  have  caused  concern  that  North  Korea  may 
be  capable  of  deploying  a  nuclear-armed  long-range  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile.  However,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  North  Korea  has  never 
flight  tested  a  full  production  representative  long-range  ballistic 
missile,  and  has  not  flight  tested  the  reentry  vehicle  or  associated 
nuclear  warhead  technologies.  The  Department  of  Defense  issued  a 
statement  in  April  2013  that,  “it  would  be  inaccurate  to  suggest 
that  the  North  Korean  regime  has  fully  developed  and  tested”  nu¬ 
clear  weapons  capable  of  being  delivered  by  ballistic  missiles.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Director  of  National  Intelligence,  “North  Korea  has 
not  yet  demonstrated  the  full  range  of  capabilities  necessary  for  a 
nuclear-armed  missile.” 

North  Korea  has  clearly  made  substantial  progress  on  long-range 
ballistic  missile  technology  and  on  developing  nuclear  weapons. 
These  are  topics  of  intense  interest  to  the  U.S.  Intelligence  Com¬ 
munity,  elements  of  which  have  been  assessing  these  two  aspects 
of  North  Korea’s  capabilities  separately.  However,  there  has  not  yet 
been  an  assessment  looking  at  both  North  Korea’s  long-range  mis¬ 
sile  and  nuclear  warhead  capabilities  to  provide  an  integrated  as¬ 
sessment  of  its  ability  to  produce  a  working  nuclear-armed  ICBM. 

Consequently,  the  Director  of  National  Intelligence  is  directed  to 
assess  the  ability  and  time  frame  for  North  Korea  to  produce  a 
fully  functional  long-range  ballistic  missile  armed  with  a  working 
nuclear  warhead.  The  assessment  shall  consider  the  challenges  of 
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successfully  designing,  engineering,  and  producing  a  nuclear  explo¬ 
sives  package  that  can  fit  into  a  re-entry  body,  capable  of  with¬ 
standing  the  full  flight  trajectory  of  a  ballistic  missile,  with  fusing 
that  can  arm  and  detonate  the  warhead  on  a  target.  The  assess¬ 
ment  should  also  identify  what,  if  any,  capabilities  North  Korea 
may  have  achieved. 

As  part  of  this  assessment,  the  Director  of  National  Intelligence 
is  to  consult  with  the  Department  of  Energy  on  the  physics  and  en¬ 
gineering  of  such  a  nuclear  explosives  package  that  can  fit  in  the 
reentry  body,  survive  flight  trajectory,  and  the  necessary  fusing  to 
arm  the  warhead.  The  Director’s  assessment  shall  reflect  the  views 
of  the  Department  of  Energy. 

In  the  assessment,  the  Director  of  National  Intelligence  shall 
provide  an  estimate  of  North  Korea’s  status  on  the  critical  tech¬ 
nologies  to  be  developed  in  the  nuclear  explosives  package,  the  re¬ 
entry  body,  the  fuse  system,  and  the  estimated  timeframe  to  as¬ 
semble  a  complete  and  fully  functional  warhead  on  a  long-range 
ballistic  missile  system.  The  assessment  shall  include  any  dis¬ 
senting  or  minority  intelligence  community  determinations  and 
shall  be  completed  and  provided  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  and  congressional  intelligence  committees  no  later  than 
February  28,  2014. 

Report  on  space  situational  awareness 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  directed  to  conduct  a  Gap  Anal¬ 
ysis  on  the  systems  of  sensors  used  for  space  situational  awareness 
(SSA),  evaluating  those:  currently  employed;  in  procurement;  and 
not  yet  procured,  or  in  the  case  of  the  Space  Based  Surveillance 
System,  what  a  future  replacement  would  be  to  deliver  similar  ca¬ 
pability  at  a  lower  cost.  For  sensors  not  procured,  the  Secretary  is 
directed  to  provide  the  estimated  cost  of  procurement  and  the  in¬ 
cremental  improvement  to  the  SSA  architecture.  The  Secretary  is 
directed  to  consider  non-traditional  sensors  such  as  sea-based  X- 
band  radar  integrated  in  a  net-centric  fashion  to  the  Joint  Space 
Operations  Center  Mission  System.  The  report  for  this  effort  shall 
be  due  by  February  28,  2014. 

Satellite  communications  strategy 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  directed  to  provide  a  report  detailing 
a  5-,  10-,  and  25-year  strategy  for  using  an  appropriate  mix  of  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  commercial  satellite  bandwidth. 
The  committee  believes  considerable  savings  can  be  achieved  by 
purchasing  commercial  bandwidth  in  larger  block  quantities.  How¬ 
ever,  to  date,  DOD  has  been  unable  to  define  the  appropriate  mix 
between  government  provided  and  commercially  purchased  satellite 
communications  and  has  relied  on  more  expensive  spot  market 
buys.  For  procuring  commercial  satellite  bandwidth,  the  Secretary 
must  recognize  that  long-term  or  capital  leasing  of  commercial 
bandwidth  typically  results  in  the  cost  over  the  life  of  the  lease 
being  net-present  valued  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  in 
year  one  of  the  lease.  For  multi-year  procurement  of  satellite  band¬ 
width,  issues  associated  with  termination  liability  will  also  present 
up-front  costing  challenges  in  year  1.  Accordingly,  as  part  of  the 
strategy,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  consider  the  use  of  a  capital 
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working  fund  or  other  mechanisms  for  leasing  or  multi-year  pro¬ 
curement  of  commercial  bandwidth.  These  alternative  procurement 
arrangements  should  only  be  used  where  the  use  of  DOD  or  other 
government  satellites  are  not  available  or  is  more  costly  than  in 
the  private  sector.  The  report  shall  be  due  February  28,  2014. 

The  Government  Accountability  Office  is  directed  to  review  the 
acquisition  strategy  of  the  report  no  later  than  90  days  after  sub¬ 
mittal  of  the  report. 

Satellite  control  system  modernization  plan 

The  committee  directs  the  Air  Force  to  develop  a  long-term  plan 
for  modernizing  its  Satellite  Control  Network  and  any  future 
shared  satellite  control  services  and  capabilities  consistent  with  the 
second  recommendation  found  on  page  28  of  the  Government  Ac¬ 
countability  Office  report  “Satellite  Control  Operations”,  GAO-13- 
315.  The  plan  shall  be  due  by  April  30,  2014. 

Space  Based  Infrared  Satellite,  GEO  5  and  6 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Air  Force  intends  to  procure 
Space  Based  Infrared  Satellites  (SBIRS),  GEO  5  and  6  using  a 
block  buy,  fixed  price  strategy  to  reduce  costs.  Such  an  acquisition 
strategy  is  admirable.  However,  the  committee  understands  that 
SBIRS  GEO  5  and  6  is  to  use  much  the  same  technology  as  in  ear¬ 
lier  versions  found  in  GEO  1  and  2.  If  such  an  approach  is  used, 
that  means  that  GEO  5  and  6  when  launched  in  the  2020  time- 
frame  will  be  using,  for  instance,  focal  plane  technology  developed 
in  the  1990s,  which  is  30  years  old.  The  committee  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  to  assess  the  technology  insertion  path  for 
GEO  5  and  6  and  whether  it  is  feasible  to  insert  newer  focal  plane 
and  other  technologies  into  GEO  5  and  6  within  a  block  buy  acqui¬ 
sition  strategy  and  the  estimated  cost.  If  not  feasible,  how  does  the 
Air  force  intend  to  break  the  ongoing  cycle  of  technology  insertion 
maturity  versus  risk  where  the  cost  to  develop  next  generation  sat¬ 
ellites  becomes  cost  prohibitive  and  high  risk  with  long  periods  of 
non-recurring  engineering.  The  assessment  shall  be  due  by  Feb¬ 
ruary  28,  2014.  The  committee  directs  the  Government  Account¬ 
ability  Office  to  review  the  assessment  performed  by  the  Air  Force 
within  90  days  of  submission  to  the  committee. 

Strategic  solid  rocket  motor  industrial  base 

The  committee  believes  that  a  healthy  industrial  base  for  stra¬ 
tegic  solid  rocket  motors,  including  multiple  providers,  promotes 
competition,  improves  vendor  performance,  and  reduces  costs.  The 
committee  strongly  encourages  the  Air  Force  to  promote  and  main¬ 
tain  the  health  and  competitiveness  of  this  crucial  sector  of  the  in¬ 
dustrial  base  and  to  make  its  viability  a  key  consideration  in  future 
acquisition  decisions  involving  Minuteman  III  sustainment  and  the 
post  2030  Ground  Based  Strategic  Deterrent. 

Trusted  agent  for  spectrum 

An  important  element  of  working  with  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  and  the  Commerce  Spectrum  Management  Advisory 
Committee  (CSMAC)  is  the  use  of  trusted  agents;  technically 
trained  individuals  from  industry  with  appropriate  security  clear- 
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ances  that  can  work  as  an  interface  between  industry  and  DOD  in 
assessing  the  ability  to  share  or  clear  spectrum  that  is  currently  in 
use  by  the  Department.  The  committee  understands  that  the  De¬ 
partment  has  been  reviewing  the  procedures  for  using  trusted 
agents.  However,  the  review  process  has  taken  an  exceedingly  long 
time,  causing  delays  in  the  ability  of  DOD  to  effectively  work  with 
industry.  The  committee  directs  the  Department  to  report  back  on 
the  status  of  implementing  procedures  for  using  trusted  agents  as 
part  of  the  CSMAC  process  by  July  31,  2013. 


TITLE  X— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Subtitle  A — Financial  Matters 
General  transfer  authority  (sec.  1001) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
transfer  of  up  to  $4.0  billion  of  funds  authorized  in  division  A  of 
this  Act  to  unforeseen  higher  priority  needs  in  accordance  with  nor¬ 
mal  reprogramming  procedures.  Transfers  of  funds  between  mili¬ 
tary  personnel  authorizations  would  not  be  counted  toward  the  dol¬ 
lar  limitation  in  this  provision. 

Department  of  Defense  Readiness  Restoration  Fund  (sec. 
1002) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  a 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Readiness  Restoration  Fund  in  order 
to  provide  the  DOD  with  increased  flexibility  to  transfer  funds  that 
may  be  available  to  high  priority  readiness  accounts,  where  nec¬ 
essary  to  address  significant  shortfalls  in  funding  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  for  the  training  activities  of  the  armed  forces  (including  flying 
hours  and  steaming  days)  and  the  maintenance  of  military  equip¬ 
ment. 

The  committee  directs  the  Department  to  notify  Congress  regard¬ 
ing  the  use  of  this  authority  using  guidelines  similar  to  that  of  no¬ 
tifications  to  Congress  for  the  use  of  general  transfer  authorities. 

Subtitle  B — Counter-Drug  Activities 

Extension  of  authority  to  support  the  unified  counter-drug 
and  counterterrorism  campaign  in  Colombia  (sec.  1011) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend,  for  2 
fiscal  years,  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide  as¬ 
sistance  to  support  the  unified  counterdrug  and  counterterrorism 
campaign  of  the  Government  of  Colombia.  The  provision  would  also 
incorporate  an  updated  notification  to  Congress  to  improve  trans¬ 
parency  of  the  Department  of  Defense’s  use  of  this  authority. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Government  of  Colombia  has  made 
and  continues  to  make  progress  combating  narcotics  trafficking  and 
designated  foreign  terrorist  organizations.  This  type  of  flexible  au¬ 
thority  is  still  required  to  assist  the  Government  of  Colombia  con¬ 
solidate  its  hard-fought  gains,  but  the  committee  expects  to  see  re¬ 
ductions  in  the  level  of  assistance  provided  to  Colombia,  as  has 
been  agreed  to  in  our  bilateral  engagements  with  the  Colombians. 


(171) 


172 


Extension  of  authority  for  joint  task  forces  to  provide  sup¬ 
port  to  law  enforcement  agencies  conducting  counter¬ 
terrorism  activities  (sec.  1012) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend,  by  2 
fiscal  years,  the  support  by  joint  task  forces  under  section  1022(b) 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2004 
(Public  Law  108-136),  as  most  recently  amended  by  section  1011 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013 
(Public  Law  112-239). 

While  the  committee  continues  to  be  pleased  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  judicious  use  of  this  authority,  the  committee  also  believes 
there  are  additional  activities  that  could  potentially  be  conducted, 
most  notably  in  additional  investments  in  developing  intelligence 
and  supporting  other  departments’  and  agencies’  efforts  to  develop 
additional  intelligence  on  the  nexus  that  exists  between 
transnational  criminal  organizations  and  foreign  terrorist  organiza¬ 
tions.  The  committee  urges  the  Department  to  look  closely  at  these 
matters  in  North  Africa. 

Extension  and  expansion  of  authority  to  provide  additional 
support  for  counter-drug  activities  of  certain  foreign 
governments  (sec.  1013) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend,  by  5 
years,  the  authority  to  provide  support  for  counterdrug  activities  of 
certain  foreign  governments  under  subsection  (a)(2)  of  section  1033 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1998 
(Public  Law  105-85),  as  most  recently  amended  by  section  1006  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  112-81).  The  provision  would  also  expand  the  list  of  coun¬ 
tries  eligible  to  receive  support  to  include  the  Governments  of 
Chad,  Libya,  Mali,  and  Niger. 

Subtitle  C — Naval  Vessels  and  Shipyards 

Modification  of  requirements  for  annual  long-range  plan  for 
the  construction  of  naval  vessels  (sec.  1021) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  sec¬ 
tion  231  of  title  10,  Unites  Sates  Code,  to  include  a  requirement 
to  report  on  the  total  cost  of  construction  for  each  vessel  used  to 
determine  estimated  levels  of  annual  funding  in  the  report,  and  an 
assessment  of  the  extent  of  the  strategic  and  operational  risk  to  na¬ 
tional  security  whenever  the  number  or  capabilities  of  the  naval 
vessels  in  the  plan  do  not  meet  requirements. 

Report  on  naval  vessels  and  the  Force  Structure  Assessment 
(sec.  1022) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  direct  the 
Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (CNO)  to  provide  a  report  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  no  later  than  February  1,  2014,  that 
would  assess  the  current  fleet  capabilities  compared  to  the  threat 
and  the  likely  situation  over  the  next  30  years.  The  CNO  should 
produce  an  unclassified  report,  and  a  classified  annex  to  that  re¬ 
port. 
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Section  1105  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  required  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  to  provide  a  comprehensive  description  of  the  current  require¬ 
ments  for  combatant  vessels  of  the  Navy,  including  submarines. 
The  Navy  submitted  that  report  which  reflected  that,  while  the 
previous  requirement  was  for  a  fleet  of  313  ships,  originally  identi¬ 
fied  in  a  2005  Force  Structure  Assessment  (FSA)  and  revalidated 
in  2010,  the  new  requirements  have  declined  to  a  total  of  306 
ships. 

Within  this  seven-ship  net  decrease  to  306  ships,  actual  combat 
power  is  reduced  by  six  large  surface  combatants,  three  small  sur¬ 
face  combatants,  and  four  cruise  missile  submarines,  for  a  total  re¬ 
duction  of  13  combatant  ships,  offset  by  an  increase  of  six  com¬ 
mand  and  support  ships.  The  reduction  in  cruise  missile  sub¬ 
marines  reflects  a  Navy  plan  not  to  replace  these  ships  when  they 
retire  in  the  late  2020s. 

In  congressional  testimony  this  year  about  the  2012  FSA,  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  asserted  that  the  re¬ 
vised  fleet  size  goal  considered  various  factors,  including  the  re¬ 
vised  Defense  Strategic  Guidance  in  2012,  changed  Navy  mission 
requirements,  different  individual  ship  capabilities,  fleet  net¬ 
working  capabilities,  and  ship  basing  arrangements  and  oper¬ 
ational  cycles,  as  opposed  to  just  platforms  or  numbers  of  ships. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  current  fleet  of  283  battle  force 
ships  provides  combatant  commanders  (COCOM)  with  a  greater 
array  of  fire  power  than  did  the  Navy  fleets  of  500  or  more  ships 
of  the  Cold  War  era,  with  precision-guided  air-delivered  weapons, 
numbers  of  Tomahawk-capable  ships,  and  the  sophistication  of 
command,  control,  communications,  and  computer  systems;  intel¬ 
ligence,  surveillance,  and  reconnaissance  (ISR)  systems;  and  net¬ 
working  capabilities  that  did  not  exist  during  the  Cold  War. 

The  President’s  2012  revised  U.S.  defense  strategy  calls  for  a  re¬ 
balancing  towards  the  Asia-Pacific  region,  a  predominantly  mari¬ 
time  and  aerospace  domain.  This  will  most  likely  increase  demands 
for  Navy  fleet  resources  and  deployments  in  that  region  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  global  demand.  Regarding  global  demands  for  naval 
forces,  Navy  officials  testified  last  year  that  fully  satisfying 
COCOM  requests  for  forward-deployed  Navy  forces  in  various  re¬ 
gions  would  require  more  than  500  ships. 

The  Report  to  Congress  on  the  Annual  Long-Range  Plan  for  Con¬ 
struction  of  Naval  Vessels  for  FY  2014,  dated  May  10,  2013,  pro¬ 
poses  near-term  retirements  of  cruisers  and  amphibious  ships,  re¬ 
sulting  in  270  ships,  the  smallest  fleet  since  1917.  The  committee 
is  concerned  that  the  plan  will  not  meet  the  goal  of  a  306-ship  bat¬ 
tle  force  inventory  until  2037  and  assumes  risk  over  the  30-year 
period,  with  periodic  shortages  of  aircraft  carriers,  cruisers,  de¬ 
stroyers,  attack  submarines,  and  amphibious  ships.  The  committee 
notes  that  the  Navy  possesses  only  28  amphibious  ships,  with  an 
average  of  only  22  ships  available  for  surge  deployment,  despite  a 
Marine  Corps  requirement  for  38  amphibious  ships.  As  such,  the 
committee  is  also  concerned  that  the  Navy’s  shortfall  in  amphib¬ 
ious  ships  adds  risk  to  the  Marine  Corps’  ability  to  meet  current 
and  future  COCOM  requests. 
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There  are  also  risks  with  the  Navy’s  plan  beyond  mere  numbers 
of  ships: 

(1)  within  the  plan,  the  Navy  intends  that  the  Littoral  Com¬ 
bat  Ship  (LCS)  will  comprise  over  one  third  of  the  Navy’s  total 
surface  combatant  fleet  by  2028.  This  fact  compounds  risk, 
since  the  LCS  to  date  has  not  completed  operational  testing  or 
demonstrated  adequate  performance  of  assigned  missions  in 
critical  areas  of  mine  countermeasures,  anti-surface  warfare,  or 
anti-submarine  operations; 

(2)  with  its  decision  in  the  fiscal  year  2013  budget  to  delay 
the  procurement  of  the  first  Ohio-class  replacement  ballistic 
missile  submarine  by  2  years,  to  fiscal  year  2021,  the  Navy  has 
consumed  all  schedule  margin  for  replacing  the  existing  Ohio- 
class  boats  on  a  timely  basis,  and  increased  the  risk  that  an 
unforeseen  event  affecting  a  strategic  missile  submarine’s  oper¬ 
ational  availability  would  prevent  the  Navy  from  being  able  to 
fully  satisfy  U.S.  Strategic  Command  (STRATCOM)  require¬ 
ments;  and 

(3)  the  2012  FSA  and  the  shipbuilding  plan  do  not  account 
for  the  possible  effects  of  further  budget  cuts  under  the  Budget 
Control  Act  of  2011.  Various  representatives  of  the  Navy  have 
testified  that,  if  Department  of  Defense  budgets  are  reduced 
below  levels  shown  in  the  President’s  budget  request  for  fiscal 
year  2014,  the  Navy  will  have  to  reduce  the  size  and  capabili¬ 
ties  of  the  fleet  to  reflect  further  changes  in  U.S.  defense  strat¬ 
egy  and  available  Navy  resources. 

Given  the  risks  inherent  in  the  planned  size  of  the  Navy,  the  ca¬ 
pabilities  of  the  ships  planned,  the  rate  of  Navy  ship  procurement, 
and  the  potential  affordability  of  the  Navy’s  shipbuilding  plans  at 
a  time  of  significant  uncertainty  in  defense  budgets,  the  committee 
agrees  that  in  order  to  adequately  assess  the  ability  of  the  fleet 
proposed  by  the  2012  FSA  to  meet  national  security  requirements, 
there  needs  to  be  an  objective  set  of  standards  to  assess  the  ability 
of  the  Navy  to  meet  national  security  objectives,  as  opposed  to  sim¬ 
ply  relying  on  numbers  and  types  of  platforms. 

The  committee  also  believes  that  a  failure  to  recapitalize  our  sea- 
based  strategic  nuclear  deterrent  on  time  would  have  devastating 
impacts  on  deterrence  and  strategic  stability.  Accordingly,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  CNO  to  pay  particular  attention  in  producing  the 
report  to  the  Navy’s  ability  to  fully  meet  STRATCOM  require¬ 
ments. 

Repeal  of  policy  relating  to  propulsion  systems  of  any  new 
class  of  major  combatant  vessels  of  the  strike  forces  of 
the  United  States  Navy  (sec.  1023) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  repeal  section 
1012  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2008  (Public  Law  110-181).  That  section  requires  that  the  Navy 
build  any  new  class  of  major  surface  combatant  and  amphibious  as¬ 
sault  ship  with  an  integrated  nuclear  power  system,  unless  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  notifies  the  congressional  defense  commit¬ 
tees  that,  as  a  result  of  a  cost-benefit  analysis,  it  would  not  be 
practical  for  the  Navy  to  design  the  class  of  ships  with  an  inte¬ 
grated  nuclear  power  system. 
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As  a  matter  of  acquisition  management  laws  and  regulations,  the 
Navy  must  conduct  an  analysis  of  alternatives  (AoA)  for  all  such 
vessels  to  determine  the  ship  characteristics,  including  the  required 
propulsion  and  power  generation  mechanism.  The  AoA  outcome  for 
each  surface  combatant  and  amphibious  assault  ship  should  be 
based  on  an  independent  and  objective  systems  engineering  and 
business  case  analysis.  Within  that  analysis,  the  Navy  can  evaluate 
the  advisability  of  using  an  integrated  nuclear  propulsion  system 
to  determine  the  best  value  for  the  Federal  Government. 

Clarification  of  sole  ownership  resulting  from  ship  dona¬ 
tions  at  no  cost  to  the  Navy  (sec.  1024) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  7306  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  Section 
7306,  which  governs  disposition  of  vessels  stricken  from  the  Naval 
Vessel  Register,  authorizes  the  Department  of  the  Navy  to  donate 
any  vessel  stricken  from  the  Naval  Vessel  Register.  The  provision 
requires  that,  as  a  condition  of  a  donation,  donated  naval  vessels 
be  maintained  in  a  condition  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy.  The  Navy  has  found  that  this  statutory  requirement  pre¬ 
sents  numerous  problems  associated  with  ownership,  maintenance 
costs,  and  historic  preservation.  The  provision  would  eliminate  the 
statutory  requirement  with  regard  to  future  donations,  but  would 
not  affect  prior  donation  contracts. 

The  provision  clarifies  the  purpose  of  any  such  transfer  would  be 
to  operate  the  vessel  as  a  museum  or  memorial  for  public  display 
in  the  United  States.  This  additional  language  would  provide  the 
Navy  with  the  flexibility  to  oversee  a  vessel  donee’s  actions,  with¬ 
out  any  implication  that  the  Navy  retains  ownership  of  the  vessel. 

Subtitle  D — Counterterrorism 

Transfers  to  foreign  countries  of  individuals  detained  at 
United  States  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba 
(sec.  1031) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  transfer  or  release  Guantanamo  detainees 
to  their  country  of  origin  or  another  country  other  than  the  United 
States  if:  (1)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  determined,  based  on  the 
findings  of  the  Periodic  Review  Board  process,  that  the  detainee  no 
longer  constitutes  a  threat  to  U.S.  national  security;  (2)  the  trans¬ 
fer  or  release  is  required  to  effectuate  a  court  order;  or  (3)  the  de¬ 
tainee  has  been  tried  in  a  court  or  competent  tribunal  on  charges 
based  on  the  same  conduct  that  served  as  the  basis  for  his  designa¬ 
tion  as  an  enemy  combatant  and  the  detainee  has  been  acquitted 
of  such  charges  or  has  been  convicted  and  served  the  sentence  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  conviction. 

The  provision  would  also  require  that  for  other  transfers  of 
Guantanamo  detainees  to  countries  other  than  the  United  States, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  must  determine  prior  to  any  such  transfer 
that  actions  have  been  or  will  be  taken  that  will  substantially  miti¬ 
gate  the  risk  of  the  detainee  re-engaging  in  terrorist  or  other  hos¬ 
tile  activity  against  the  United  States,  and  that  the  transfer  is  in 
the  U.S.  national  security  interest.  The  Secretary  would  be  re- 
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quired  to  submit  a  notification  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees  not  less  than  30  days  in  advance  of  the  transfer  or  re¬ 
lease,  including  a  statement  of  the  basis  for  the  transfer  or  release. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  administration  has  raised  concerns 
that  the  certification  requirements  Congress  has  enacted  on  the 
transfer  of  Guantanamo  detainees  to  foreign  countries  have  made 
it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  carry  out  such  transfers.  At  the 
same  time,  the  administration  has  yet  to  attempt  to  transfer  any 
Guantanamo  detainee  under  the  certification  requirements  or  to 
use  the  national  security  waiver  granted  under  section  1028  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Public 
Law  112-81)  and  section  1028  of  the  National  Defense  Authoriza¬ 
tion  Act  for  Fiscal  year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239).  The  committee 
emphasizes  that  the  certification  requirements  for  such  transfers 
were  never  intended  to  constitute  an  absolute  prohibition  on  the 
transfer  of  Guantanamo  detainees  to  countries  other  than  the 
United  States,  and  believes  the  provisions  of  this  section  should 
help  clarify  the  requirements  applicable  to  such  transfers. 

Authority  to  temporarily  transfer  individuals  detained  at 
United  States  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba,  to 
the  United  States  for  emergency  or  critical  medical 
treatment  (sec.  1032) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  allow  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  authorize  the  temporary  transfer  of  detainees 
at  the  Guantanamo  detention  facility  (GTMO)  to  a  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  medical  facility  for  the  sole  purpose  of  providing 
emergency  or  critical  medical  treatment  that  is  not  available  at 
GTMO  and  is  necessary  to  prevent  death  or  imminent  significant 
injury  or  harm  to  the  individual’s  health.  The  detainee  would  not 
be  admitted  into  the  United  States  during  the  period  of  the  medical 
treatment  and  must  be  returned  to  GTMO  as  soon  as  medically 
feasible. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  United  States  is  obligated  under 
domestic  law  and  Common  Article  3  of  the  Geneva  Conventions  to 
provide  for  the  humane  treatment  of  detainees  in  its  custody.  The 
authority  granted  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under  this  section 
would  address  concerns  that  have  arisen  regarding  the  standard  of 
medical  care  for  GTMO  detainees,  particularly  as  that  population 
ages,  and  U.S.  compliance  with  its  obligations  to  provide  humane 
treatment. 

Limitation  on  the  transfer  or  release  of  individuals  detained 
at  United  States  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba 
(sec.  1033) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend 
through  fiscal  year  2014  the  prohibition  under  section  1027  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public 
Law  112-239;  126  Stat.  1911)  on  the  transfer  or  release  of  detain¬ 
ees  held  at  United  States  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba 
(GTMO)  to  or  within  the  United  States,  its  territories,  or  posses¬ 
sions.  The  provision  would  also  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  waive  this  prohibition  for  the  transfer  of  GTMO  detainees  to  the 
United  States  for  detention  and  trial  if:  (1)  the  Secretary  deter- 
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mines  that  such  a  transfer  is  in  the  national  security  interest  of 
the  United  States;  (2)  steps  have  been  taken  to  address  any  risk 
to  public  safety;  and  (3)  the  appropriate  congressional  committees 
are  notified  not  later  than  30  days  in  advance  of  any  such  transfer 
to  the  United  States. 

Clarification  of  procedures  for  use  of  alternate  members  on 
military  commissions  (sec.  1034) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  chap¬ 
ter  47A  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  on  military  commissions  to 
clarify  the  authority  and  procedures  by  which  the  convening  au¬ 
thority  may  detail  alternate  members  to  a  military  commission. 
The  provision  would  also  clarify  the  military  judge’s  discretion  to 
grant  both  parties  additional  peremptory  challenges  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  in  the  interests  of  justice. 

Subtitle  E — Nuclear  Forces 

Modification  of  responsibilities  and  reporting  requirements 
of  Nuclear  Weapons  Council  (sec.  1041) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  179  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  by  striking  the  responsibil¬ 
ities  for  nuclear  command,  control,  and  communications  since  other 
sections  of  this  Act  establishes  a  Council  on  Oversight  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Leadership  Command,  Control,  and  Communications  Sys¬ 
tem.  The  provision  adds  a  new  responsibility  to  report  on  joint  ac¬ 
tivities  between  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Department  of 
Energy  on  nuclear  security. 

Modification  of  deadline  for  report  on  plan  for  nuclear 
weapons  stockpile  and  nuclear  weapons  complex  (sec. 
1042) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1043  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  year 
2012  (Public  Law  112-81),  which  provides  for  a  report  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  with  a  10-year  funding  profile  for 
the  Department  of  Energy’s  (DOE)  and  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense’s  (DOD)  strategic  deterrent  modernization  program.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  the  provision  would  give  both  departments  60  days  after 
budget  submission  to  deliver  the  section  1043  report.  If  a  delay  is 
anticipated  that  is  greater  than  60  days,  DOE  and  DOD  must  no¬ 
tify  the  congressional  defense  committees  before  the  President’s 
budget  submission  and  provide  a  briefing  no  later  than  30  days 
after  budget  submission.  The  committee  expects  the  briefing  to  be 
detailed  enough  and  consistent  with  section  1043  to  enable  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  to  conduct  their  oversight  duties. 

Last  year,  the  section  1043  report  was  submitted  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  on  May  7,  2012,  more  than  60  days  past 
the  fiscal  year  2013  budget  submission  and  without  the  10-year 
projection  by  DOE  which  Congress  never  received.  This  year,  Con¬ 
gress  received  the  10-year  DOE  projection  but  has  not  received  the 
10-year  DOD  budget  projection  nor  the  section  1043  report. 

The  revised  requirements  recommended  by  the  committee  should 
be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  interagency  coordination  process 
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between  DOD  and  DOE.  If  DOD  and  DOE  fail  to  meet  the  stand¬ 
ard  of  reasonableness  laid  out  in  this  provision  the  committee  will 
legislate  with  stronger  measures. 

Cost  estimates  and  comparisons  relating  to  interoperable 
warhead  (sec.  1043) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Cost  Analysis  and  Program 
Evaluation  to  estimate  life  extensions  of  the  W-78  and  W-88  war¬ 
heads  and  compare  that  to  the  interoperable  warhead  that  is  to  re¬ 
place  both  systems.  In  addition  the  provision  would  direct  a  cost  es¬ 
timation  of  the  W-87  warhead.  No  funds  may  be  spent  past  phase 
6.2A  for  the  interoperable  warhead  until  the  cost  comparison  with 
straight  life  extensions  of  the  W-88  and  W-78  warheads  has  been 
completed  and  submitted  to  the  congressional  defense  committees, 
which  is  to  be  no  later  than  April  1,  2014. 

Sense  of  Congress  on  ensuring  the  modernization  of  United 
States  nuclear  forces  (sec.  1044) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  states  it  is  the  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  United  States  to  modernize  or  replace  the  nuclear  triad 
and  sustain  the  nuclear  stockpile,  its  production  facilities,  and 
science  base. 

Readiness  and  flexibility  of  intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
force  (sec.  1045) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  states  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  may  in  a  manner  consistent  with  international  obliga¬ 
tions,  retain  missile  launch  facilities  currently  supporting  up  to  800 
deployed  and  non-deployed  strategic  launchers,  maintain  inter¬ 
continental  ballistic  missiles  (ICBM)  on  alert  or  operationally  de¬ 
ployed  status,  and  preserve  ICBM  silos  in  operational  or  warm  sta¬ 
tus.  A  report  is  required  not  later  than  180  days  after  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the  feasibility  and  advisability  of  pre¬ 
serving  ICBM  silos  in  operational  or  warm  status. 

Subtitle  F — Miscellaneous  Authorities  and  Limitations 
National  security  spectrum  strategy  (sec.  1051) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  a  na¬ 
tional  security  spectrum  strategy  to  be  performed  at  least  once 
every  5  years.  The  strategy  is  to  provide  near-term  (5  years),  mid¬ 
term  (10  years),  and  long-term  (30  years)  assessments  of  the  need 
for  national  security  spectrum. 

Department  of  Defense  representation  in  dispute  resolution 
regarding  surrender  of  Department  of  Defense  bands  of 
electromagnetic  frequencies  (sec.  1052) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1062(b)(1)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2000  (P.L.  106-65)  to  require  that  the  Department  of  Defense 
be  adequately  represented  to  convey  its  views  with  the  interagency 
process  for  spectrum  allocation. 
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Sense  of  Senate  on  parental  rights  of  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  in  child  custody  determinations  (sec.  1053) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  the  Senate  that  State  courts  should  not  consider  military 
deployment  as  the  sole  factor  in  determining  child  custody  in  a 
State  court  proceeding  involving  a  parent  who  is  a  member  of  the 
armed  forces.  The  best  interest  of  the  child  should  always  prevail 
in  custody  cases,  but  members  of  the  armed  forces  should  not  lose 
custody  of  their  children  based  solely  upon  service  to  our  country. 

Subtitle  G — Studies  and  Reports 

Repeal  and  modification  of  reporting  requirements  (sec. 
1061) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  repeal  or 
modify  a  number  of  reporting  requirements  that  have  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  law  in  past  years.  The  requirements  recommended  for  re¬ 
peal  or  modification  in  this  provision  are  requirements  identified  by 
the  committee  as  being  no  longer  relevant  or  necessary  and  that 
can  be  repealed  or  modified  without  adversely  affecting  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  oversight  responsibilities. 

Report  on  plans  for  the  disposition  of  the  Mine  Resistant 
Ambush  Protected  vehicle  fleet  (sec.  1062) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide  a  report  on  the  Department’s  anal¬ 
ysis  and  plans  for  the  disposition  and  sustainment  of  its  fleet  of 
mine  resistant  ambush  protected  (MRAP)  vehicles.  The  committee 
is  aware  that  long-term  plans  for  the  distribution  and  sustainment 
of  the  fleet  have  been  studied  by  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
each  of  the  military  departments.  Given  the  significant  investment 
in  MRAP  vehicles  over  the  last  10  years,  the  committee  wants  to 
understand  the  Department’s  management  and  funding  plans  for 
MRAP  disposal,  retention,  integration,  and  sustainment  including 
modernization  or  upgrades,  if  any,  necessary  to  meet  current  or  fu¬ 
ture  survivability  and  mobility  requirements. 

Report  on  foreign  language  support  contracts  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  (sec.  1063) 

The  committee  recognizes  that  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  op¬ 
erations  require  personnel  with  a  range  of  foreign  language  skills 
and  regional  expertise,  such  as  translation  and  interpretation  capa¬ 
bilities.  As  evidenced  in  recent  operational  experiences  in  Afghani¬ 
stan  and  Iraq,  these  capabilities  can  be  critical  factors  to  mission 
success.  Further,  the  committee  believes  that  changes  to  the  size 
and  location  of  DOD’s  overseas  presence,  such  as  forward-stationed 
or  deployed  military  forces,  and  a  renewed  emphasis  on  developing 
partnerships,  particularly  in  the  Asia-Pacific  region  and  Africa,  in¬ 
dicate  that  DOD  will  likely  need  to  continue  its  significant  invest¬ 
ments  in  acquiring  foreign  language-related  support  for  the  foresee¬ 
able  future.  However,  in  the  face  of  current  fiscal  pressures  and 
budgetary  constraints,  the  committee  also  believes  that  DOD  has 
a  heightened  need  to  maximize  efficiencies  and  that  one  way  to 
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achieve  greater  efficiencies  is  through  more  coordinated  acquisition 
approaches. 

Over  the  years,  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 
identified  opportunities  for  DOD  to  improve  its  approach  to  con¬ 
tracting  from  a  broad  perspective  as  well  as  in  areas  related  to  for¬ 
eign  language  support.  For  example,  DOD  contract  management 
remains  on  the  GAO’s  list  of  high-risk  areas  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and,  in  its  2013  annual  report  to  Congress  highlighting  areas 
in  the  Federal  Government  where  duplication,  overlap,  and  frag¬ 
mentation  exist,  and  where  programs  may  be  able  to  achieve  great¬ 
er  efficiencies  in  providing  government  services,  GAO  identified 
DOD’s  management  of  foreign  language  support  contracts  as  one  of 
31  areas  in  the  Federal  Government  where  greater  efficiencies 
might  be  achieved. 

At  that  time,  GAO  reported  that  DOD  had  obligated  over  $6.8 
billion  from  fiscal  years  2008  through  2012  on  contracts  to  acquire 
foreign  language-related  services  and  products  for  its  forces.  GAO 
also  noted  that  DOD  had  centralized  the  contracting  for  certain  for¬ 
eign  language-related  services  and  products  under  an  executive 
agent  and  had  realized  some  efficiencies,  but  that  the  executive 
agent’s  focus  had  been  exclusively  on  translation  and  interpretation 
services  and  that  DOD  had  not  taken  steps  to  comprehensively  as¬ 
sess  whether  additional  opportunities  existed  to  gain  efficiencies  in 
fragmented  contracts  for  other  types  of  foreign  language  support 
which  are  estimated  to  cost  more  than  $1.0  billion  annually.  Other 
GAO  work  has  found  that  agencies,  including  DOD,  reported  sav¬ 
ings  ranging  between  5  and  20  percent  by  implementing  more  co¬ 
ordinated  acquisition  approaches  rather  than  fragmented  con¬ 
tracting.  Therefore,  on  the  basis  of  the  level  of  DOD’s  considerable 
investment  in  contracts  for  foreign  language  support  both  now  and 
in  the  future,  the  committee  believes  DOD  may  be  able  to  achieve 
significant  cost  savings  by  comprehensively  assessing  whether  ad¬ 
ditional  opportunities  exist  to  gain  efficiencies  in  fragmented  con¬ 
tracts  for  all  types  of  foreign  language  support. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
direct  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  assess  the  Department’s  current 
approach  for  managing  foreign  language  support  contracts.  At  a 
minimum,  such  an  assessment  should  include  an  analysis  of  spend¬ 
ing  for  all  the  types  foreign  language  support  services  and  products 
that  have  been  acquired  by  DOD  components  and  a  reevaluation, 
based  on  the  results  of  the  analysis  of  spending,  of  the  scope  of  the 
DOD  executive  agent’s  management  of  foreign  language  support 
contracts  to  determine  whether  any  adjustments  are  needed. 

Civil  Air  Patrol  (sec.  1064) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  produce  a  report  on  the  Civil  Air  Pa¬ 
trol  (CAP)  that  would  assess  certain  aspects  of  the  current  CAP 
aircraft  program,  including:  (1)  what  is  the  requirement  for  the 
total  fleet  of  CAP  aircraft;  (2)  how  are  those  requirements  for  CAP 
aircraft  derived;  and  (3)  how  are  CAP  aircraft  allocated  among  that 
various  operating  locations.  The  Secretary  should  submit  this  re¬ 
port  with  the  fiscal  year  2015  budget  request.  The  committee  un¬ 
derstands  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  considering  options 
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to  reduce  the  size  of  the  CAP,  but  believes  that  the  Secretary 
should  conduct  a  more  thorough  assessment  of  requirements  before 
making  any  final  decision  on  these  options. 

Eagle  Vision  system  (sec.  1065) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Force,  within  180  days  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  to  submit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  and 
intelligence  committees  a  report  on  the  Eagle  Vision  imagery 
ground  station.  The  report  elements  would  include  a  description 
and  assessment  of  the  Department  of  Defense  organizations  to 
which  the  Eagle  Vision  system  could  be  transferred,  as  well  as  the 
actions  that  would  need  to  be  taken  prior  to  a  transfer,  the  poten¬ 
tial  schedule  for  a  transfer,  and  the  possible  effects  of  a  transfer 
on  the  capabilities  or  use  of  the  system.  The  provision  would  pro¬ 
hibit  the  Air  Force  from  making  changes  to  the  organization  and 
management  of  the  program  until  90  days  after  the  submission  of 
the  report  to  Congress. 

Subtitle  H — Other  Matters 

Extension  of  the  Ministry  of  Defense  Advisor  Program  (sec. 

1081) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  sec¬ 
tion  1081  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
2012  (Public  Law  112-81)  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  5  fiscal  years,  to  advise  foreign  defense  ministries. 
The  provision  would  also  extend  the  requirement  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  provide  an  annual  report  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  would  provide  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  an 
additional  year  to  conduct  the  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program  under  the  original  authority. 

The  committee  supports  the  request  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  to  extend  this  authority  in  order  to  ensure  that  they 
can  effectively  attract  personnel  to  the  program  and  determine 
whether  this  program  and  its  associated  activities  could  prove  suc¬ 
cessful  in  implementing  the  priorities  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
in  high  priority  countries  around  the  world.  However,  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  of  concerns  and  recommendations  raised  by  the 
DOD  Inspector  General  about  the  financial  management  of  a  near¬ 
ly  identical  program  being  conducted  in  Afghanistan  pursuant  to  a 
different  authority.  The  committee  urges  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Policy  to  ensure  that  the  matters  raised  by  the  DOD 
Inspector  General  about  the  similar  program  in  Afghanistan  are 
addressed  promptly  and  that  those  modifications  are  incorporated 
into  the  management  processes  of  the  program  conducted  pursuant 
to  section  1081  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2012  (Public  Law  112-81). 

Further,  the  committee  notes  that  to  date,  DOD  has  not  deployed 
any  personnel  under  this  authority  and  that  the  first  planned  de¬ 
ployment  will  be  to  Montenegro.  The  committee  hopes  the  Depart¬ 
ment  will  review  the  prospective  deployment  of  officials  under  this 
authority  to  ensure  that  each  deployment  will  be  to  a  nation  where 
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the  United  States  and  the  prospective  partner  have  significant  mu¬ 
tual  security  interests. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 
Airborne  Nuclear  Command  Post 

The  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  are  directed  to  report 
to  the  congressional  defense  committees  on  efforts  to  modernize  the 
Airborne  Nuclear  Command  Post  and  the  Airborne  Launch  Control 
System,  including  system  electronics  and  trainers.  The  report  shall 
also  outline  how  a  modernization  plan  will  provide  for  battle  staff 
training.  The  report  shall  be  due  to  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  no  later  than  February  28,  2014. 

Air  Force  weapons  storage  areas 

The  committee  strongly  supports  the  Air  Force  decision  to  move 
forward  with  reconstituting  nuclear  Air  Force  bases  with  weapons 
storage  areas  (WSA).  Reconstituting  WSA  will  provide  a  second  nu¬ 
clear  weapons  storage  capability  for  Air  Force  Global  Strike  Com¬ 
mand  and  provide  necessary  survivability  of  the  Nation’s  enduring 
strategic  nuclear  deterrents.  Given  the  Air  Force’s  15-year  pro¬ 
posal,  the  committee  requests  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  up-to-date  report  detailing  the  reexamined  plans,  including 
requirements  and  costs,  for  reconstituting  a  second  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons  storage  capability  for  nuclear-armed  air-launched  cruise  mis¬ 
siles,  as  well  as  the  potential  benefits  of  such  a  reconstitution  and 
potential  savings  or  benefits  achieved  through  shortening  the  time- 
frame. 

Army  force  structure  and  installation  alignment 

The  committee  is  aware  that  beginning  in  January  2007,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  demands  for  the  support  of  operations  in  Iraq  and  Af¬ 
ghanistan,  the  active  duty  Army  grew  by  65,000  soldiers  and  five 
combat  brigades.  To  accommodate  this  growth  the  Army  initiated 
a  variety  of  programs,  including  facilities  improvements  and  mili¬ 
tary  construction,  necessary  to  house  and  train  these  additional 
forces. 

As  force  requirements  for  Iraq  have  concluded  and  for  Afghani¬ 
stan  have  declined,  in  January  2012  the  President  announced  the 
Defense  Strategic  Guidance  (DSG)  in  which  the  active  duty  Army 
would  decrease  by  80,000  soldiers  and  inactivate  up  to  eight  com¬ 
bat  brigades  by  the  end  fiscal  year  2017.  At  the  same  time  the 
Army  is  reducing  end  strength  and  combat  brigade  force  structure, 
it  is  likely  to  change  the  structure  of  the  remaining  infantry  and 
armor  combat  brigades  by  adding  to  some  a  third  maneuver  bat¬ 
talion. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  end  strength  and  force  structure 
reductions  and  changes  so  soon  after  efforts  to  accommodate 
growth  may  result  in  the  misalignment  of  remaining  forces  with  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  to  maximize  the  readiness  and  the  quality 
of  life  of  soldiers  and  their  families.  In  this  regard,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Airland,  in  a  March  2013  letter,  requested  a  Govern¬ 
ment  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  assessment  of  the  Army’s  anal- 
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ysis  and  decision-making  processes  associated  with  planned  force 
structure  reductions  and  their  alignment  with  installations. 

As  a  supplement  to  this  work  by  the  GAO,  the  committee  directs 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  designee,  to  brief  the  congressional 
defense  committees,  not  later  than  October  1,  2013,  explaining  how 
the  Army  is  maximizing  existing  installation  capacities  and  capa¬ 
bilities,  including  facilities  related  to  combat  brigade  training  and 
readiness,  to  meet  future  force  requirements. 

Counter  threat  finance  efforts 

Counter  threat  finance  (CTF)  leverages  the  capabilities  of  the 
interagency  to  help  detect,  deter,  disrupt,  and  destroy  terrorist  or¬ 
ganizations  and  those  supporting  terrorism  by  targeting  the  foun¬ 
dation  of  their  operations,  their  financial  resources.  CTF  is  a  crit¬ 
ical  component  of  the  United  States  Strategy  to  Combat 
Transnational  Organized  Crime,  which  was  released  on  July  25, 
2011.  The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  has  played  a  significant 
role  in  interagency  CTF  efforts  in  both  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  and 
continues  to  develop  and  expand  its  ability  to  disrupt  our  adver¬ 
saries  both  on  and  off  the  battlefield.  Pursuant  to  the  DOD  CTF 
Directive  (DODD  5205.14)  issued  in  August  2010,  DOD  has  recog¬ 
nized  the  CTF  discipline  as  an  essential  tool  in  combating  criminal 
networks  and  terrorist  organizations  worldwide,  and  has  outlined 
a  plan  to  integrate  this  capability  into  its  doctrine,  strategy,  and 
operational  planning. 

The  committee  recognizes  DODD  5205.14  as  a  welcome  step  to¬ 
wards  institutionalizing  the  successful  efforts  of  the  joint  inter¬ 
agency  CTF  cells  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  The  Iraq  Threat  Finance 
Cell  (ITFC)  under  joint  DOD-Department  of  Treasury  leadership 
and  the  Afghan  Threat  Finance  Cell  (ATFC)  under  Drug  Enforce¬ 
ment  Agency  leadership  both  led  efforts  to  identify  and  disrupt 
funding  sources  supporting  insurgent  and  terrorist  organizations, 
aided  in  the  identification  of  key  insurgency  members  and 
enablers,  and  supported  threat  finance  intelligence  (TFI)  collection 
and  analysis.  It  is  important  for  DOD  to  ensure  that  lessons 
learned  from  these  initiatives  are  captured  and  institutionalized  to 
build  upon  successes  and  mature  DOD’s  capability  to  apply  the 
CTF  discipline  to  new  problem  sets.  DOD  must  be  able  to  integrate 
with,  support,  and  enable  other  law  enforcement  and  government 
agencies’  CTF  activities.  Moreover,  it  is  important  that  DOD,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  DODD  5205.14,  operationalize  TFI  and  CTF  efforts 
in  a  way  that  prevents  duplication  and  maximizes  effectiveness. 

As  such,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  congressional  defense  committees,  not  later  than  180 
days  after  enactment  of  this  Act,  a  report  outlining  each  CTF  and 
TFI  activity  currently  being  planned  or  conducted  by  DOD.  Each 
summary  should  include  a  detailed  description  of  the  activity,  iden¬ 
tification  of  lead  and  supporting  agencies,  both  within  and  outside 
DOD,  a  description  of  each  agency’s  role,  the  level  and  source  of 
funding  associated  with  each  activity,  a  description  of  the  desired 
outcomes  from  each  activity,  and  a  description  of  how  this  activity 
aligns  with  the  goals  of  existing  interagency  strategies  to  find  ter¬ 
rorism,  corruption,  crimes,  narcotics,  and  other  transnational 
threats,  including  United  States  Strategy  to  Combat  Transnational 
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Organized  Crime.  The  report  should  also  include  a  summary  of 
operational  lessons,  best  practices,  and  tools  employed  in  ITFC  and 
ATFC  efforts  and  how  they  can  be  replicated  to  advance  other  DOD 
CTF  missions,  as  well  as  a  description  of  the  efforts,  both  within 
DOD  and  between  DOD  and  other  relevant  agencies,  to  foster  com¬ 
munication  and  ensure  integrated  support  to  interagency  partners. 
Further,  the  report  should  contain  the  Secretary’s  assessment  of 
the  progress  made  to  date  in  the  implementation  of  DODD  5205.14, 
any  current  gaps  in  DOD’s  CTF  capabilities  and  authorities,  and 
any  other  information  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate.  The  report 
shall  be  in  unclassified  form,  but  may  include  a  classified  annex, 
if  warranted. 

Department  of  Defense  support  to  U.S.  diplomatic  facilities 
overseas 

While  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  does  not  have  primary 
responsibility  for  the  security  of  American  diplomatic  facilities 
around  the  globe,  it  does  provide  the  State  Department  and  other 
departments  and  agencies — on  an  as-requested  basis — support  to 
ensure  they  can  fulfill  its  varying  security  requirements.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  the  value  of  these  facilities — including  facilities 
in  high-risk/high-threat  locations — in  establishing  a  U.S.  presence 
in  such  areas,  not  only  for  diplomatic  objectives  but  also  for  essen¬ 
tial  national  defense  missions.  For  this  reason,  it  is  critical  that 
DOD  be  both  funded  and  postured  to  fulfill  its  commitments  as  a 
supporting  agency. 

One  element  of  this  support  is  the  United  States  Marine  Security 
Guard  Program.  Section  404  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  required  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  conduct  an  assessment  of  the  mission  of  the 
Marine  Security  Guard  Program,  and  to  report  to  Congress  by  Oc¬ 
tober  1,  2013,  on  the  results  of  this  review.  The  provision  also  re¬ 
quired  the  Secretary  to  develop  a  plan  to  increase  the  number  of 
Marines  in  the  Marine  Security  Guard  Program  by  up  to  1,000  per¬ 
sonnel  to  improve  security  at  our  embassies,  consulates,  and  other 
diplomatic  facilities.  The  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  2014  begins 
implementation  of  that  requirement. 

In  addition,  the  State  Department’s  Accountability  Review  Board 
(ARB)  recommended  that  the  State  Department  and  DOD  identify 
additional  flexible  Marine  Corps  Security  Guard  structures  and 
provide  more  capabilities  and  capacities  at  higher  risk  posts.  DOD 
has  already  started  to  address  this  recommendation  by:  (1)  forward 
deploying  and  adjusting  the  alert  posture  of  security  augmentation 
forces  in  the  most  volatile  areas;  (2)  supporting  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment’s  efforts  to  look  at  hardening  facilities  and  reassessing  diplo¬ 
matic  security;  and  (3)  enhancing  intelligence  collection  and  ensur¬ 
ing  that  military  forces  in  critical  areas  are  prepared  to  respond  to 
crisis,  if  necessary.  The  committee  endorses  these  improvements 
and  directs  the  Secretary  to  submit  a  report  to  the  committee  by 
no  later  than  August  1,  2013,  on  DOD’s  implementation  of  these 
measures,  as  well  as  any  additional  steps  that  should  be  taken  to 
ensure  we  are  doing  everything  possible  to  protect  our  personnel 
and  facilities  abroad. 
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Fiscal  priorities 

The  committee  notes  that  on  May  17,  2013  the  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  submitted  two  reprogramming  actions  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  totaling  $9.6  billion.  Of  this,  $7.3 
billion  of  the  transfers  seek  to  offset  shortfalls  in  fiscal  year  2013 
Overseas  Contingency  Operations  (OCO)  funding.  These  shortfalls 
have  occurred  because  operating  tempo  exceeds  the  level  antici¬ 
pated  in  the  fiscal  year  2013  budget;  transportation  costs  are  high¬ 
er  due  to  unanticipated  problems  with  the  Ground  Lines  of  Com¬ 
munication;  and  fuel  costs  are  higher.  The  Department  has  in¬ 
formed  the  committee  that  even  if  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  approve  all  the  items  in  these  reprogramming  actions  that 
the  services  will  still  face  a  fiscal  year  2013  OCO  shortfall  totaling 
$3.7  billion. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  pending  reprogramming  actions  in¬ 
clude  $3.4  billion  in  DOD  base  budget  to  OCO  transfers  and  will 
exhaust  nearly  all  of  the  transfer  authority  available  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  Department  will  not  leave  troops  in  combat  without  fuel 
or  ammunition  or  any  needed  item.  Without  relief  to  these  short¬ 
falls,  the  Department  will  have  to  implement  additional  reductions 
to  base  operation  and  maintenance  accounts  to  ensure  the 
warfighter  will  have  what  they  need  on  the  front  lines.  The  result 
will  be  to  further  exacerbate  the  already  serious  problems  that  face 
DOD  as  a  result  of  sequestration. 

DOD  faces  serious  problems  due  to  sequestration,  affecting  every 
individual  in  the  Department.  The  Department  has  issued  furlough 
notices  to  nearly  700,000  civilian  employees — roughly  85  percent  of 
its  workforce — to  begin  furlough  for  one  day  per  week  beginning  on 
July  8,  2013,  and  lasting  through  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  Civil¬ 
ian  furloughs  impact  everything  from  DOD  schools  to  military  med¬ 
ical  facilities  to  military  family  support  programs. 

Active  duty,  Reserve,  and  National  Guard  members  are  also  feel¬ 
ing  the  brunt  of  sequestration.  As  we  have  heard  from  senior  lead¬ 
er  testimony  this  spring,  the  Army  has  already  cancelled  two-thirds 
of  its  training.  As  a  result  of  sequestration  cuts  to  flying  hours,  ci¬ 
vilian  furlough  actions,  and  facilities  sustainment,  the  Army  will 
feel  readiness  impacts  into  fiscal  year  2014  with  many  active  com¬ 
ponent  units  untrained  for  immediate  deployment,  a  backlog  of 
aviation  training,  deferred  reset  of  equipment,  and  cancelled  train¬ 
ing  courses. 

In  fiscal  year  2013,  the  Air  Force  has  a  $4.4  billion  shortfall  in 
its  operations  and  maintenance  accounts,  impacting  flying  hours 
and  readiness.  As  a  result,  the  Air  Force  has  already  grounded  one- 
third  of  fighter  and  bomber  squadrons,  and  warns  that  it  will  be 
in  a  state  of  “tiered  readiness,”  diminishing  combat  readiness  to  be 
able  to  respond  to  contingencies.  As  a  result  of  shortfalls  in  its  op¬ 
eration  and  maintenance  accounts,  the  Navy  had  to  make  decisions 
to  maintain  its  readiness,  by  deferring  the  deployment  of  the  USS 
Truman  to  the  Middle  East,  and  deferring  critical  ship  mainte¬ 
nance  and  repair  in  the  third  and  fourth  quarter.  As  a  result,  by 
the  end  fiscal  year  2013,  two-thirds  of  Navy  non-deployed  ships 
and  aviation  squadrons  will  be  less  than  fully  mission  capable  and 
not  certified  for  combat  operations.  Sequestration  impacts  the 
DOD’s  ability  to  respond  to  contingencies,  resource  its  defense 
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strategy,  and  plan  for  the  future.  It  threatens  stability  in  the  de¬ 
fense  industrial  base,  threatening  a  lost  investment  in  a  skilled 
workforce  that  is  critical  to  national  security. 

Domestic  agencies  also  face  serious  problems  due  to  sequestra¬ 
tion,  including  severe  cuts  to  Head  Start  programs,  both  on  the 
side  of  educators  and  children  enrolled  in  the  program.  Head  Start 
serves  over  a  million  disadvantaged  children  and  their  families 
each  year.  Crippling  cuts  in  other  domestic  agencies  are  extremely 
counterproductive,  at  a  time  when  the  economy  is  still  recovering. 
All  domestic  agencies  are  harmed  by  sequestration,  and  there  are 
counterproductive  impacts  on  students,  our  education  system, 
small  businesses,  infrastructure,  homeland  security,  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  economy.  These  are  all  also  fundamental  underpinnings  to  our 
national  security.  Sequester  threatens  harm  to  all. 

Therefore,  the  committee  strongly  encourages  Congress  and  the 
Administration  to  work  together  to  repeal  sequestration  and  re¬ 
place  it  with  strategic  and  credible  deficit  reduction. 

Ground  Based  Strategic  Deterrent 

The  committee  supports  the  Air  Force’s  evaluation  of  possibilities 
for  Ground  Based  Strategic  Deterrent  (GBSD)  to  follow  the  Minute- 
man  III  intercontinental  ballistic  missile  (ICBM),  but  shares  the 
concerns  expressed  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Global 
Strategic  Affairs,  Madelyn  R.  Creedon,  when  she  testified  at  a  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Strategic  Forces  hearing  on  April  17,  2013,  that:  “I 
know  this  has  taken  a  lot  longer  than  we  anticipated.  But,  one  of 
the  things  that  we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  fully  examined  is 
all  the  options,”  as  well  as  the  concerns  expressed  by  Lieutenant 
General  James  M.  Kowalski,  USAF,  Commander  of  the  Air  Force 
Global  Strike  Command,  when  he  testified  at  the  same  hearing 
that:  “we  had  some  bureaucratic  delays  as  the  study  plan  went 
back  and  forth.  The  study  is  about  to  begin.”  The  administration’s 
2010  Nuclear  Posture  Review  stated  that:  “studies  to  inform  that 
decision  [on  a  follow-on  ICBM]  are  needed  now.” 

The  committee  believes  it  is  important  that  the  Air  Force  com¬ 
plete  its  review  in  2014  and  expeditiously  brief  the  congressional 
defense  committees  on  its  results. 

In  the  interim,  the  committee  directs  the  Air  Force  to  brief  the 
congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  180  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  on  the  Analysis  of  Alternatives  for 
the  Ground  Based  Strategic  Deterrent,  including  its  terms  of  ref¬ 
erence. 

Impact  of  B-61  program  delay 

Testimony  before  this  committee  by  the  National  Nuclear  Secu¬ 
rity  Administration  (NNSA)  stated  that  the  first  production  unit  of 
the  B-61  Mod  12  will  be  in  2019.  However  testimony  this  year  to 
the  committee  by  the  Sandia  Laboratory  Director  Paul  Hommert 
has  stated  “From  what  I  can  tell  now,  as  a  result  of  sequestration 
in  ’13,  and  what  we  have  seen  in  the  ’14  budget,  we  are  going  to 
slip  off  that  plan  .  .  .  not  dramatically  .  .  .  but  in  my  view  we  will 
see  schedule  impact.” 

Given  the  uncertainty  of  sequestration  and  continuing  resolu¬ 
tions  and  their  possible  impact  on  the  2019  date,  the  committee  di- 
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rects  the  Department  of  Defense  in  consultation  with  the  NNSA  to 
develop  a  joint  plan  to  mitigate  the  impact  to  the  existing  stockpile 
of  fielded  B-61  weapons  in  the  event  that  the  first  production  units 
fail  to  meet  the  2019  date.  The  mitigation  plan  shall  include  tech¬ 
nical  mitigation  details  and  estimated  costs  for  each  year  of  delay. 
The  mitigation  plan  shall  be  due  no  later  than  February  28,  2014. 

Reforming  the  security  classification  system 

Multiple  independent  commissions  over  the  last  two  decades 
have  stressed  the  need  for  reform  of  the  security  classification  sys¬ 
tem,  noting  that  the  system  that  has  evolved  since  World  War  II 
is  overly  complex,  and  leads  to  over-classification,  depriving  citi¬ 
zens  unnecessarily  of  information  about  their  government’s  oper¬ 
ations.  In  2000,  Congress  established  the  Public  Interest  Declas¬ 
sification  Board  (PIDB),  with  distinguished  members  appointed  by 
the  President  and  the  leadership  of  both  parties  in  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

In  2009,  in  his  Implementing  Memorandum  for  Executive  Order 
13526,  the  President  directed  the  PIDB  to  work  with  the  National 
Security  Advisor  to  design  a  transformation  of  the  security  classi¬ 
fication  system.  After  a  long  period  of  study,  in  November  2012,  the 
PIDB  submitted  its  report  to  the  President,  which  included  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  the  White  House  to  establish  a  steering  com¬ 
mittee  to  implement  the  recommended  reforms. 

The  PIDB  report,  titled  “Transforming  the  Security  Classification 
System,”  states  that  the  current  system,  designed  for  manual  proc¬ 
essing  in  the  pre-digital  era,  is  breaking  under  the  increasing  pace 
and  volume  of  data  generated  today.  According  to  the  PIDB  report, 
a  single  intelligence  agency  classifies  a  petabyte  of  information 
every  18  months.  One  petabyte  is  equivalent  to  approximately  20 
million  filing  cabinets  filled  with  text  or  about  13.3  years  of  high 
definition  video.  The  cost  of  managing  and  securing  these  records 
government-wide  has  doubled  over  the  past  decade  from  $4.7  bil¬ 
lion  in  2001  to  $11.4  billion  in  2011. 

Reforming  current  practices  will  require  active  participation  from 
stakeholders  across  the  national  security  community.  The  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Department  of  Defense  to  be  a  meaningful  par¬ 
ticipant  in  any  future  interagency  effort  to  overhaul  security  classi¬ 
fication  processes  and  systems.  The  committee  also  directs  the  Dep¬ 
uty  Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  the  PIDB  report  and  provide  an 
assessment  of  the  PIDB  recommendations  to  the  congressional  de¬ 
fense  committees  and  the  congressional  intelligence  committees 
within  180  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Report  on  reductions  to  the  fiscal  year  2014  defense  budget 
to  meet  the  savings  requirement  established  by  the 
Budget  Control  Act 

The  fiscal  year  2014  budget  request  and  the  fiscal  year  2014 
budget  resolutions  passed  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  all  assume  that  sequestration  currently  required  by 
the  Budget  Control  Act  (Public  Law  112-25)  will  be  avoided  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014.  To  date,  there  has  been  virtually  no  sign  of  move¬ 
ment  toward  a  bipartisan  agreement  that  would  vitiate  sequestra¬ 
tion  in  fiscal  year  2014.  In  the  absence  of  such  an  agreement  the 
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Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  will  face  an  across-the-board  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $52.0  billion  early  next  year. 

Virtually  every  DOD  witness  who  has  come  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  this  year  has  testified  that  an  additional 
round  of  sequestration  in  fiscal  year  2014  would  be  devastating  for 
the  Department.  Despite  this  testimony  many  members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  public  seem  to  believe  that  sequestration  is  an  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  cut  government  spending  and  can  be  made  workable  by 
providing  the  Department  with  additional  flexibility  of  making 
minor  adjustments. 

The  committee  believes  that  there  is  an  increasing  risk  that  DOD 
and  other  federal  agencies  will  face  sequestration  again  in  fiscal 
year  2014.  Understanding  the  consequences  of  another  sequestra¬ 
tion  is  important  to  avoiding  it.  For  this  reason,  the  committee  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  no  later  than  July  1,  2013,  that  de¬ 
scribes  in  detail  a  package  of  reductions  to  the  fiscal  year  2014  de¬ 
fense  budget  that  the  Secretary  believes  to  be  the  most  workable 
approach  for  meeting  the  $52.0  billion  savings  requirement  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Budget  Control  Act.  The  report  should  also  discuss 
the  impact  on  the  Department  of  Defense  and  on  military  readiness 
if  the  Secretary  is  required  to  implement  sequestration  cuts  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014. 

Strategic  Automated  Command  and  Control  System  Mod¬ 
ernization  Plan 

The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  directed  to  report  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  on  efforts  to  modernize  the  Strategic 
Automated  Command  and  Control  System,  including  system  elec¬ 
tronics  and  trainers  as  well  as  integration  into  the  new  United 
States  Strategic  Command  Headquarters.  The  report  shall  be  due 
to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  February  28, 
2014. 


TITLE  XI— CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL  MATTERS 

Extension  of  voluntary  reduction-in-force  authority  for  ci¬ 
vilian  employees  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (sec. 
1101) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  3502(f)(5)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  extend  through 
September  30,  2018  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or 
the  secretary  of  a  military  department  to  allow  certain  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  to  volunteer  for  reduction-in-force  separations. 

Extension  of  authority  to  make  lump  sum  severance  pay¬ 
ments  to  Department  of  Defense  employees  (sec.  1102) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  5595(i)(4)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  extend  until  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  2018  the  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  sec¬ 
retary  of  a  military  department  to  pay  the  total  amount  of  sever¬ 
ance  pay  to  an  eligible  civilian  employee  in  one  lump  sum. 

Expansion  of  protection  of  employees  of  nonappropriated 
fund  instrumentalities  from  reprisals  (sec.  1103) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1587(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  align  protections 
from  reprisals  for  employees  of  nonappropriated  fund  instrumental¬ 
ities  with  protections  from  reprisals  for  other  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  civilian  personnel. 

Extension  of  enhanced  appointment  and  compensation  au¬ 
thority  for  civilian  personnel  for  care  and  treatment  of 
wounded  and  injured  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
(sec.  1104) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1599c  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  extend  through  De¬ 
cember  31,  2020,  the  existing  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  exercise  any  authority  for  the  appointment  and  pay  of  health 
care  personnel  under  chapter  74  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  for 
purposes  of  recruitment,  employment,  and  retention  of  civilian 
health  care  professionals  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  provi¬ 
sion  would  repeal  the  now-obsolete  section  1599c  requirement  for 
the  service  secretaries  to  develop  and  implement  a  strategy  to  dis¬ 
seminate  the  authorities  and  best  practices  for  the  recruitment  of 
medical  and  health  professionals. 
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Amount  of  educational  assistance  under  Science,  Mathe¬ 
matics,  and  Research  for  Transformation  Defense  Edu¬ 
cation  Program  (sec.  1105) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision,  based  upon  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  (DOD)  legislative  proposal,  that  would  increase 
the  flexibility  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  determine  the  amount 
of  the  financial  assistance  delivered  by  the  Science,  Mathematics, 
and  Research  for  Transformation  (SMART)  program. 

The  committee  acknowledges  the  DOD’s  request  to  also  allow 
this  program  to  accept  non-U. S.  citizens,  as  SMART  scholarship  re¬ 
cipients.  While  the  committee  recognizes  that  DOD  needs  the  flexi¬ 
bilities  to  attract  the  best  and  brightest  scientists  and  engineers, 
it  notes  that  DOD  does  not  appear  to  have  a  strategy  to  hire  these 
students  into  DOD  laboratories — given  that  the  SMART  program 
requires  one  year  of  DOD  employment  for  each  year  of  financial  as¬ 
sistance.  Hence,  the  committee  directs  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Research  and  Engineering,  working  with  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  to  develop  a 
strategy  that  would  address  how  it  would  hire  those  non-U.  S.  citi¬ 
zens  that  would  be  funded  by  the  SMART  program  and  provide  a 
report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  within  180  days  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act.  With  such  a  strategy  in  place,  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  give  additional  consideration  of  this  proposed  author¬ 
ity. 

Flexibility  in  employment  and  compensation  of  civilian  fac¬ 
ulty  at  certain  additional  Department  of  Defense  schools 
(sec.  1106) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  1595(c)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  add  the  Defense  In¬ 
stitute  for  Security  Assistance  Management  and  the  Joint  Special 
Operations  University  to  the  list  of  Department  of  Defense  schools 
at  which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  employ  and  compensate  ci¬ 
vilian  faculty  as  the  Secretary  considers  necessary. 

Temporary  authority  for  direct  appointment  to  certain  posi¬ 
tions  at  Department  of  Defense  research  and  engineer¬ 
ing  facilities  (sec.  1107) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  allow  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  laboratories  direct  hire  authority  for  qualified  can¬ 
didates  possessing  a  bachelor’s  degree  as  well  as  qualified  veteran 
candidates.  This  authority  would  sunset  on  December  31,  2019. 

Modernization  of  titles  of  nonappropriated  fund  instrumen¬ 
talities  for  purposes  of  certain  civil  service  laws  (sec. 
1108) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  2105(c)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  remove  the  reference 
to  Army  and  Air  Force  Motion  Picture  Service  and  Navy  Ship’s 
Stores  Ashore  and  replace  it  with  the  Navy  Ships  Stores  Program 
in  order  to  provide  a  more  accurate  and  current  definition  of  non¬ 
appropriated  fund  instrumentality  employees. 
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Item  of  Special  Interest 

Department  of  Defense  civilian  leadership  programs 

The  committee  notes  that  section  1112  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010  (Public  Law  111-84)  re¬ 
quired  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  a  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  Civilian  Leadership  Program  in  order  to  recruit  indi¬ 
viduals  with  the  academic  merit,  work  experience,  and  dem¬ 
onstrated  leadership  skills  needed  for  the  Department’s  civilian 
employee  workforce.  The  statute  further  mandates  that  program 
participants  must  include  both  entry-level  and  midcareer  individ¬ 
uals. 

The  committee  understands  that  DOD  currently  provides  three 
programs  for  civilian  leadership  development:  (1)  the  Defense  Civil¬ 
ian  Emerging  Leader  Program  (DCELP)  for  entry-level  employees; 
(2)  the  Executive  Leadership  Development  Program  (ELDP)  for 
midcareer  employees;  and  (3)  the  Defense  Senior  Leader  Develop¬ 
ment  Program  for  senior  employees.  The  committee  has  learned 
that  DOD  has  cancelled  the  remainder  of  the  scheduled  training  for 
the  ELDP  as  a  result  of  implementing  sequestration  guidance  on 
training  and  travel  restrictions,  and  that  DOD  does  not  believe  the 
ELDP  is  a  leader  development  program  required  by  law. 

The  committee  believes  that  all  three  of  these  leadership  develop¬ 
ment  programs  are  important  and  that  the  ELDP  fulfills  the  statu¬ 
tory  mandate  set  forth  by  section  1112  in  the  same  way  as  the 
DCELP.  Therefore,  the  committee  expects  the  Department  to 
robustly  pursue  all  three  of  these  civilian  leadership  development 
programs  in  future  years. 


TITLE  XII— MATTERS  RELATING  TO  FOREIGN 

NATIONS 

Subtitle  A — Assistance  and  Training 

Modification  and  extension  of  authorities  relating  to  pro¬ 
gram  to  build  the  capacity  of  foreign  military  forces 
(sec.  1201) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend 
through  September  30,  2018,  the  authority  under  section  1206  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2006  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  109-163;  119  Stat.  3456),  as  amended,  for  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  carry 
out  a  program  to  build  the  capacity  of  foreign  military  forces  to 
conduct  counterterrorism  operations  or  to  participate  in  or  support 
military  and  stability  operations  in  which  the  United  States  is  a 
participant.  The  provision  would  require  a  report  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  State  that  delin¬ 
eates  the  scope  of  counterterrorism  operations  for  which  assistance 
is  authorized  to  be  provided  under  section  1206  of  Public  Law  109- 
163,  to  include  purpose,  activities,  and  measures  of  effectiveness. 
The  report  also  requires  a  prioritized  list  of  threats  to  be  addressed 
in  order  to  ensure  that  assistance  is  focused  on  the  highest  priority 
threats  within  a  regional  and  global  strategic  framework. 

Revisions  to  Global  Security  Contingency  Fund  authority 
(sec.  1202) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  make  certain 
technical  amendments  to  the  authority  for  the  Global  Security  Con¬ 
tingency  Fund  (GSCF)  under  section  1207  of  the  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Public  Law  112-81;  125 
Stat.  1625). 

The  GSCF  is  intended  to  provide  the  Department  of  State  and 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  a  flexible  authority  to  enable  a 
timely  response  to  security  challenges  that  may  arise  outside  the 
normal  budget  planning  process.  The  committee  is  concerned, 
therefore,  about  the  lengthy  delays  in  standing  up  this  program 
due  to  a  range  of  bureaucratic  issues,  such  as  legal  interpretations 
of  GSCF  authorities,  which  have  contributed  to  the  program’s  fail¬ 
ure  to  date  to  initiate  any  projects  under  GSCF.  The  committee  un¬ 
derstands  that  concerns  have  arisen  about  how  broadly  to  interpret 
the  types  of  assistance  authorized  under  the  program.  It  is  the 
committee’s  view  that  the  GSCF’s  authority  to  provide  training 
should  be  understood  broadly  to  include  educational  activities,  pro¬ 
fessional  guidance,  and  ministerial-level  institutional  advice. 

The  committee  understands  that  another  issue  that  has  contrib¬ 
uted  to  delays  in  standing  up  the  GSCF  program  is  the  need  for 
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further  clarification  of  the  appropriate  level  of  programmatic  detail 
required  in  the  congressional  notification  process.  The  committee 
believes  that  the  notification  processes  that  have  been  developed 
under  other  similar  security  assistance  authorities,  such  as  the 
Global  Train  and  Equip  program  under  section  1206  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2006  (Public  Law 
109-163;  119  Stat.  3456),  as  amended,  have  provided  an  appro¬ 
priate  level  of  congressional  notification  and  should  serve  as  a 
guide  for  the  notification  process  under  the  GSCF  program.  The 
committee  hopes  that  the  Department  of  State  and  DOD  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  consult  closely  with  this  committee  should  issues  relating 
to  the  GSCF  arise  in  the  future. 

Training  of  general  purpose  forces  of  the  United  States 
Armed  Forces  with  military  and  other  security  forces  of 
friendly  foreign  countries  (sec.  1203) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  permit  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  authorize  training  with  the  military  forces 
or  other  security  forces  of  a  friendly  foreign  country  in  order  to  pre¬ 
pare  the  United  States  armed  forces  to  train  the  military  forces  or 
other  security  forces  of  a  friendly  foreign  country  and  enhance 
interoperability.  Training  with  foreign  military  forces  under  this 
authority  must  be  in  the  U.S.  national  interest  and  consistent  with 
U.S.  national  security  strategy  as  well  as  the  recent  Presidential 
guidance  on  security  sector  assistance. 

United  States  counterterrorism  assistance  and  cooperation 
in  North  Africa  (sec.  1204) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  direct  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  a  strategic  framework  for  U.S. 
counterterrorism  assistance  and  cooperation  in  North  Africa,  in¬ 
cluding  but  not  limited  to  programs  conducted  under  the  Trans-Sa¬ 
hara  Counter  Terrorism  Partnership,  Operation  Enduring  Free- 
dom-Trans  Sahara  (OEF-TS),  and  other  related  security  assist¬ 
ance  activities.  The  provision  would  also  require  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  submit  a  report  to  Congress  on  the  details  of  this  frame¬ 
work,  as  well  as  on  lessons-learned  from  recent  developments  in 
Mali  and  the  region. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  military-led  coup  against  Mali’s 
democratically  elected  government  in  2012,  the  ensuing  expansion 
of  violent  extremist  organizations  in  Northern  Mali,  and  the  col¬ 
lapse  of  the  Malian  military  raise  concerns  regarding  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  U.S.  counterterrorism  cooperation  and  assistance  programs 
in  the  Sahel  region.  Most  prominently,  concerns  were  highlighted 
concerning  the  Trans-Sahara  Counter  Terrorism  Partnership 
(TSCTP)  and  OEF-TS  which  were  intended  to  be  of  benefit  to  Mali. 
In  particular,  units  and  individuals  who  had  been  targeted  for  U.S. 
training  and  assistance  figured  prominently  in  both  the  collapse  of 
Mali’s  military  in  the  North  and  in  the  coup  in  Bamako.  Unques¬ 
tionably,  these  developments  constitute  a  setback  for  U.S.  counter¬ 
terrorism  efforts  in  the  region  and  they  also  lead  to  questions  about 
the  effectiveness  of  U.S.  assistance  in  recent  years,  though  some 
participating  nations,  most  notably  Chad,  have  played  key  roles  in 
mounting  a  response  to  events  in  Mali.  Unfortunately,  the  Mali  ex- 
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perience  is  not  unique.  U.S.  efforts  to  develop  regional  counterter¬ 
rorism  partnerships  are  being  undertaken  in  a  context  in  which 
coups,  instability,  and  concerns  about  human  rights  abuses  con¬ 
stitute  historical  and  often  ongoing  risks. 

Recent  events  on  the  ground  underscore  issues  raised  by  outside 
evaluators  regarding  TSCTP,  OEF-TS,  and  related  programs.  For 
example,  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  in  2008 
identified  concerns  about  a  lack  of  clearly  identified  objectives, 
challenges  in  interagency  coordination  at  the  regional  level,  and  in¬ 
adequate  program  evaluation.  GAO  recommended  that  the  agencies 
involved  develop  a  comprehensive  strategy  designed  to  clarify  ob¬ 
jectives,  priorities,  and  milestones  for  use  in  program  evaluation. 
While  the  Departments  of  Defense  and  State  agreed  with  GAO’s 
recommendations,  5  years  have  passed  without  strategy  articula¬ 
tion. 

Events  in  Mali  have  underscored  the  importance  of  continued 
focus  on  developing  long-term  regional  counterterrorism  capabili¬ 
ties  instead  of  short-term  tactical  operations  focused  primarily  on 
individual  country  conditions  and  outcomes.  The  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  existing  efforts,  when  assessed  from  a  regional  perspec¬ 
tive,  have  been  compromised  by  lack  of  clarity  about  objectives  and 
priorities,  incoherent  planning,  poor  interagency  coordination,  and 
unclear  metrics  for  evaluating  success. 

Assistance  to  the  Government  of  Jordan  for  border  security 
operations  (sec.  1205) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense — upon  a  determination  from  the  President 
that  it  is  in  the  national  security  interests  of  the  United  States — 
to  use  up  to  $75.0  million  of  amounts  authorized  for  the  Coalition 
Support  Fund  account  in  fiscal  years  2013  and  2014  to  support  the 
border  security  operations  of  the  Jordanian  Armed  Forces. 

Authority  to  conduct  activities  to  enhance  the  capability  of 
foreign  countries  to  respond  to  incidents  involving  weap¬ 
ons  of  mass  destruction  (sec.  1206) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  in  consultation  with  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Homeland  Security,  to  provide  assistance  to  the  military 
and  civilian  first  responders  of  a  foreign  country  to  enhance  the  ca¬ 
pability  of  that  country  to  respond  effectively  to  incidents  involving 
weapons  of  mass  destruction  (WMD). 

The  committee  notes  that  the  U.S.  strategy  and  policy  for  reduc¬ 
ing  the  risks  from  WMD  includes  the  participation  and  cooperation 
of  foreign  countries.  The  provision  would  permit  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  to  enhance  the  ability  of  foreign  countries  to  respond  to 
and  reduce  the  consequences  of  WMD  incidents,  thus  assisting  in 
meeting  the  goals  of  U.S.  strategy  and  policy  to  reduce  the  risks 
of  WMD. 
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Support  of  foreign  forces  participating  in  operations  to  dis¬ 
arm  the  Lord’s  Resistance  Army  (sec.  1207) 

Pursuant  to  the  Lord’s  Resistance  Army  Disarmament  and 
Northern  Uganda  Recovery  Act  of  2009  (Public  Law  111-172),  the 
committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  obligate  not  more  than  $50.0  million  in 
each  fiscal  year  in  operation  and  maintenance  funding  to  provide 
logistical  support,  services  and  supplies,  and  intelligence  support 
to:  (1)  the  national  military  forces  of  Uganda  participating  in  oper¬ 
ations  to  mitigate  or  eliminate  the  threat  posed  by  the  Lord’s  Re¬ 
sistance  Army  (LRA);  and  (2)  the  national  military  forces  of  any 
other  countries  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  be  participating  in  oper¬ 
ations  to  mitigate  or  eliminate  the  threat  posed  by  the  LRA.  The 
Secretary’s  authority  would  expire  upon  the  termination  of  Oper¬ 
ation  Observant  Compass. 

Subtitle  B — Matters  Relating  to  Afghanistan,  Pakistan,  and 

Iraq 

Commanders’  Emergency  Response  Program  in  Afghanistan 
(sec.  1211) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  make  up  to 
$60.0  million  available  during  fiscal  year  2014  for  the  Com¬ 
manders’  Emergency  Response  Program  (CERP)  under  section  1201 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012 
(Public  Law  112-81;  125  Stat.  1619),  as  amended  by  section  1221 
of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013 
(Public  Law  112-239;  126  Stat.  1992).  The  provision  would  also  re¬ 
quire  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit  to  Congress  a  report  on 
the  lessons  learned  and  best  practices  regarding  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  CERP  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  The  report  would  in¬ 
clude  a  review  of:  training  requirements  for  CERP  managers; 
project  planning,  management,  sustainability,  and  transfer;  the 
project  approval  process;  CERP  oversight  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  Congress;  and  recommendations  for  the  use  of  CERP  in 
future  contingency  operations. 

The  committee  notes  that  with  the  drawdown  of  U.S.  forces  in 
Afghanistan,  responsibility  for  reconstruction  efforts  conducted  by 
the  U.S.  military  must  continue  to  shift  to  other  U.S.  Government 
departments  and  agencies  and  to  the  Government  of  Afghanistan, 
which  has  a  critical  need  to  improve  its  governance  capacity  and 
delivery  of  services  to  the  Afghan  people.  In  addition,  since  one  of 
the  purposes  of  CERP  is  to  provide  force  protection  for  U.S.  combat 
forces  by  winning  the  support  of  local  communities,  the  require¬ 
ment  for  CERP  should  continue  to  decline  as  U.S.  combat  forces 
withdraw  from  Afghanistan.  Therefore,  the  committee  believes  con¬ 
tinuing  reductions  in  CERP  spending  are  appropriate  and  nec¬ 
essary  as  the  December  2014  date  nears  for  the  end  of  combat  op¬ 
erations  in  Afghanistan. 
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Extension  and  modification  of  authority  to  support  oper¬ 
ations  and  activities  of  the  Office  of  Security  Coopera¬ 
tion  in  Iraq  (sec.  1212) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend 
through  fiscal  year  2014  the  authority  under  section  1215  of  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (Public 
Law  112-81;  125  Stat.  1631;  10  U.S.C.  113  note),  as  amended  by 
section  1211  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239),  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
support  transition  activities  in  Iraq  by  supporting  the  operations 
and  activities  of  the  Office  of  Security  Cooperation  in  Iraq  (OSC- 
I).  The  provision  would  authorize  the  use  of  up  to  $209.0  million 
in  fiscal  year  2014  to  support  OSC-I  operations  and  activities. 

The  provision  would  also  extend  for  1  year  the  additional  author¬ 
ity  for  the  OSC-I  to  conduct  non-operational  training  of  Iraqi  Min¬ 
istry  of  Defense  and  Counter  Terrorism  Service  personnel  in  an  in¬ 
stitutional  environment  to  address  capability  gaps  and  integrate 
certain  processes  within  the  Iraqi  security  forces.  The  provision 
would  add  a  requirement  that  such  training  include  elements  to 
promote  respect  for  human  rights,  military  professionalism,  and  re¬ 
spect  for  legitimate  civilian  authority  in  Iraq. 

The  provision  would  also  extend  and  modify  the  requirement  to 
update  the  report  required  under  section  1211  of  Public  Law  112- 
239  to  provide  additional  information  and  evaluations  of  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  OSC-I. 

The  committee  encourages  OSC-I  to  further  reduce  unnecessary 
overhead  and  support-function  staffing  in  order  to  maximize  the 
use  of  authorized  funds  for  ensuring  adequate  force  protection  and 
supporting  efforts  to  address  capability  gaps  of  the  Iraqi  security 
forces.  The  committee  anticipates  that  colocation  of  OSC-I  per¬ 
sonnel  within  embassy  facilities  will  improve  interagency  coopera¬ 
tion  of  this  vital  function. 

One-year  extension  and  modification  of  authority  to  use 
funds  for  reintegration  activities  in  Afghanistan  (sec. 
1213) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  a 
1-year  extension  of  the  authority  under  section  1216  of  the  Ike 
Skelton  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011 
(Public  Law  111-383;  124  Stat.  4392),  as  amended,  to  use  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  funds  to  support  the  reintegration  of  former  insur- 

fent  fighters  into  Afghanistan  society.  For  fiscal  year  2014,  up  to 
25.0  million  may  be  used  to  support  reintegration  activities  under 
this  section. 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  adequacy  of  procedures 
under  the  Afghanistan  Reintegration  Program  for  ensuring  ac¬ 
countability  of  individuals  who  have  reintegrated,  due  to  the  poten¬ 
tial  impact  on  the  ability  to  track  rates  of  recidivism  and  the  integ¬ 
rity  and  viability  of  the  reintegration  program.  The  committee  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  review  the  strategy  and  mecha¬ 
nisms  used  by  the  Government  of  Afghanistan  and  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  ensure  accountability  of  reintegrees,  including 
through  such  means  as  documenting  the  pledge  process,  collecting 
the  biometric  data  of  reintegrating  individuals,  and  other  identi- 
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fication  procedures.  The  Secretary  is  further  directed  to  report  to 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  the  findings  of  this  review  not  later  than  90 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

One-year  extension  and  modification  of  authority  for  pro¬ 
gram  to  develop  and  carry  out  infrastructure  projects  in 
Afghanistan  (sec.  1214) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
authority  under  section  1217  of  the  Ike  Skelton  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (Public  Law  111-383;  124 
Stat.  4393)  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  use  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  funds  to  support  the  Afghanistan  Infrastructure  Pro¬ 
gram  (AIP)  which  carries  out  large-scale  infrastructure  projects  in 
support  of  the  counterinsurgency  strategy  in  Afghanistan.  The  pro¬ 
vision  would  authorize  up  to  $250.0  million  for  the  Afghanistan  In¬ 
frastructure  Fund  (AIF)  to  support  the  AIP.  In  addition,  the  provi¬ 
sion  would  require  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Administrator  of  the  United  States 
Agency  for  International  Development,  to  report  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees  within  90  days  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  on  a  plan  for  transitioning  responsibility  for  the  management 
of  the  AIP  projects  that  are  funded  with  AIF  amounts  authorized 
by  this  Act  to  the  Government  of  Afghanistan  by  no  later  than  De¬ 
cember  31,  2014. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  AIP  has  made  important  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  counterinsurgency  effort  in  Afghanistan.  By  ex¬ 
panding  the  delivery  of  such  key  services  as  electricity,  irrigation, 
and  roads,  the  AIP  provides  local  communities  a  powerful  incentive 
to  work  with  the  Government  of  Afghanistan  and  coalition  forces. 
At  the  same  time,  with  the  drawdown  of  U.S.  forces  in  Afghanistan 
and  the  transition  of  responsibility  to  the  Afghan  National  Security 
Forces  for  security  throughout  Afghanistan  by  no  later  than  the 
end  of  2014,  DOD’s  role  in  funding  these  large  infrastructure 
projects  becomes  hard  to  justify.  The  committee  expects  that,  with 
the  possible  exception  of  unanticipated  project  management  costs, 
no  additional  AIF  amounts  will  be  required  after  fiscal  year  2014. 
Responsible  transition  of  program  management  to  Afghan  authori¬ 
ties  will  maintain  the  viability  of  AlP-funded  efforts  as  a  compo¬ 
nent  of  the  counterinsurgency  campaign  of  Afghan  security  forces. 
In  addition,  the  committee  urges  DOD  to  undertake  the  necessary 
planning  to  expeditiously  and  responsibly  transition  project  man¬ 
agement  of  AIP  projects  to  the  Government  of  Afghanistan  or  the 
Afghan  utility  Da  Afghanistan  Breshna  Sherkat. 

Extension  of  authority  for  reimbursement  of  certain  coali¬ 
tion  nations  for  support  provided  to  United  States  mili¬ 
tary  operations  (sec.  1215) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014  the  authority  under  section  1233  of  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2008  (Public  Law  110-181; 
122  Stat.  393),  as  amended,  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  use  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  (DOD)  funds  (“Coalition  Support  Funds”)  to 
reimburse  key  nations  for  support  they  have  provided  to  or  in  con- 
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nection  with  Operation  Enduring  Freedom  (OEF),  or  to  use  such 
funds  to  provide  specialized  training  or  loan  specialized  equipment 
to  key  nations  participating  in  OEF.  The  provision  would  limit  the 
amount  of  Coalition  Support  Funds  that  could  be  provided  in  fiscal 
year  2014  to  $1.5  billion. 

The  provision  would  also  extend  for  one  year  two  requirements 
related  to  Coalition  Support  Funds  for  Pakistan. 

The  first  would  be  the  requirement  under  section  1232(b)(6)  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2008  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  110-181),  as  amended,  to  provide  as  part  of  the  15-day 
prior  notification  of  a  reimbursement  to  Pakistan,  a  detailed  de¬ 
scription  of  the  logistical  and  other  support  being  reimbursed. 

The  second  would  be  the  requirement  under  section  1227(d)  of 
the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  112-239)  to  make  certain  certifications  regarding  Paki¬ 
stan’s  cooperation  with  U.S.  counterterrorism  and  other  efforts 
prior  to  any  payment  of  Coalition  Support  Funds  to  Pakistan.  The 
provision  includes  a  national  security  waiver. 

Extension  of  logistical  support  for  coalition  forces  sup¬ 
porting  certain  United  States  military  operations  (sec. 
1216) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  for  1 
year  the  authority  to  provide  logistical  support  to  coalition  forces 
under  section  1234  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  2008  (Public  Law  110-181),  as  most  recently  amended 
by  section  1216(a)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239). 

Extension  and  improvement  of  the  Iraqi  special  immigrant 
visa  program  (sec.  1217) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend — for  1 
fiscal  year — and  modify  the  Iraq  Special  Immigrant  Visa  program. 

Extension  and  improvement  of  the  Afghan  special  immi¬ 
grant  visa  program  (sec.  1218) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend — for  1 
fiscal  year — and  modify  the  Afghan  Special  Immigrant  Visa  pro¬ 
gram. 

Sense  of  Congress  on  commencement  of  new  long-term  na¬ 
tion  building  or  large-scale  infrastructure  development 
projects  in  Afghanistan  (sec.  1219) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  express  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  the  Department  of  Defense  should  seek  not 
to  commence  any  new  long-term  nation-building  or  large-scale  in¬ 
frastructure-development  projects  in  Afghanistan  after  2014. 

Subtitle  C — Reports  and  Other  Matters 

Two-year  extension  of  authorization  for  non-conventional 
assisted  recovery  capabilities  (sec.  1231) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
authority  of  the  Department  of  Defense  to  establish,  develop,  and 
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maintain  non-conventional  assisted  recovery  (NAR)  capabilities  for 
2  additional  years. 

The  committee  appreciates  the  Department’s  efforts  to  improve 
its  reporting  on  activities  conducted  under  the  NAR  authority,  but 
believes  additional  details  are  necessary  in  the  notifications  and 
quarterly  reports  submitted  to  Congress.  Specifically,  the  report 
should  include  more  detailed  descriptions  of  the  requirement  for 
NAR  capabilities  in  a  particular  region  or  country,  the  number  and 
types  of  NAR  capabilities  developed  under  the  authority,  and  the 
extent  to  which  established  NAR  capabilities  are  exercised  to  en¬ 
sure  they  remain  reliable.  The  report  should  also,  where  applicable, 
describe  how  NAR  networks  are  augmented  by  other  authorities 
available  to  combatant  commanders.  The  committee  also  believes 
that,  given  the  potential  sensitivity  of  the  presence  of  NAR  capa¬ 
bilities  in  a  particular  region  or  country,  the  establishment  of  such 
capabilities  should  be  limited  to  those  countries  and  regions  where 
U.S.  personnel  are  at  greatest  risk. 

Element  on  5th  generation  fighter  program  in  annual  report 
on  military  and  security  developments  involving  the 
People’s  Republic  of  China  (sec.  1232) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  add  a  re¬ 
quirement  for  the  Department  of  Defense  to  include  information  on 
China’s  5th  generation  fighter  programs  in  the  congressionally- 
mandated  Annual  Report  on  Military  and  Security  Developments 
involving  the  People’s  Republic  of  China.  Although  recent  versions 
of  the  report  include  information  about  China’s  5th  generation 
fighters,  this  provision  make  this  aspect  of  China’s  military  devel¬ 
opment  a  permanent  part  of  the  annual  report. 

Prohibition  on  use  of  funds  to  enter  into  contracts  or  agree¬ 
ments  with  Rosoboronexport  (sec.  1233) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  prohibit  the 
Department  of  Defense  from  entering  into  a  contract  or  providing 
a  loan  to  the  Russian  state  corporation,  Rosoboronexport,  after  fis¬ 
cal  year  2013.  The  provision  would  allow  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  waive  this  prohibition  if  he  determines  that  doing  so  is  in  the 
U.S.  national  security  interest.  Should  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in¬ 
voke  the  waiver,  the  Secretary  would  be  required  to  notify  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  obligation  of  funds  pursuant  to  the  waiver  not  later 
than  30  days  before  the  funds  are  obligated. 

The  provision  would  also  require,  not  later  than  15  days  after 
submitting  the  notification  specified  above,  that  the  Secretary  pro¬ 
vide  Congress  certain  information  on  Rosoboronexport’s  activities 
with  Syria. 

Modification  of  statutory  references  to  former  North  Atlan¬ 
tic  Treaty  Organization  support  organizations  and  re¬ 
lated  agreements  (sec.  1234) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  make  tech¬ 
nical  amendments  to  title  10  and  title  22,  United  States  Code,  to 
replace  certain  statutory  references  to  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga¬ 
nization  (NATO)  organizations  or  agreements  with  appropriate  ref¬ 
erences  to  successor  organizations  or  agreements  resulting  from  re- 
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cent  organizational  reforms  within  the  NATO  structure.  The  tech¬ 
nical  amendments  would  facilitate  completion  of  the  NATO  reform 
process  by  ensuring  that  the  amended  authorities  under  title  10 
and  title  22,  United  States  Code,  apply  to  the  new  NATO  agencies. 

Technical  correction  relating  to  funding  for  NATO  Special 
Operations  Headquarters  (sec.  1235) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  make  tech¬ 
nical  modifications  to  section  1244  of  the  National  Defense  Author¬ 
ization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010  (Public  Law  111-84),  as  amended, 
that  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  use  up  to  $50.0  million 
from  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army,  in  any  fiscal  year  to  sup¬ 
port  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Special  Operations 
Headquarters  (NSHQ).  The  technical  modification  is  consistent 
with  an  agreement  between  the  Army  and  U.S.  Special  Operations 
Command  (USSOCOM)  and  the  April  2013  Resource  Management 
Decision  transferring  resourcing  responsibility  from  the  Army  to 
USSOCOM.  The  recommended  provision  would  allow  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  provide  up  to  $50.0  million  in  support  to  the 
NSHQ  in  any  fiscal  year  from  any  Operation  and  Maintenance 
funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Strategy  to  prevent  the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  de¬ 
struction  and  related  materials  in  the  Middle  East  and 
North  Africa  Region  (sec.  1236) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  directs  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  prepare  a  strategy  and  implementation  plan  for  preventing 
the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  related  mate¬ 
rials  in  the  Middle  East  and  North  Africa  not  later  than  March  31, 
2014. 

The  Middle  East  and  North  Africa  (MENA)  region  represents  a 
new  generation  of  immediate  and  growing  WMD-related  prolifera¬ 
tion  challenges.  Factors  lending  urgency  to  regional  threat  dynam¬ 
ics  in  this  region  include  Syria’s  chemical  weapons  program,  Iran’s 
nuclear  program  and  the  influence  of  terrorist  groups  operating  in 
the  region.  The  Committee  believes  that  it  is  critical  that  the 
United  States  develop  a  comprehensive,  effective  and  efficient  coop¬ 
erative  threat  reduction  (CTR)  and  nonproliferation  strategy  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  challenge  of  WMD-related  proliferation  in  the  MENA  re¬ 
gion. 


Items  of  Special  Interest 
Inter-American  Defense  College 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Inter-American  Defense  College 
(IADC)  is  an  international  educational  institution  operating  under 
the  sponsorship  and  funding  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  and  the  Inter-American  Defense  Board.  IADC  serves  as  a 
senior-service,  international,  joint  academic  institution  center  for 
security  and  defense  studies  of  military,  national  police,  and  gov¬ 
ernment  civilians  from  nations  throughout  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere.  Since  it  was  established  in  1962,  the  IADC  has  had  over 
2,500  graduates,  including  general  and  flag  officers,  ministers,  and 
heads  of  state.  The  committee  supports  IADC’s  mission  and  man- 
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date  and  is  pleased  that  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  con¬ 
tinues  to  serve  as  the  host  to  this  important  international  academic 
institution,  which  in  addition  to  providing  a  comprehensive  edu¬ 
cation  for  civilian  and  military  officials  across  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere,  provides  officials  with  a  better  understanding  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  respect  for  human  rights,  rule  of  law,  and  civilian  control 
of  the  military. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  the  IADC  Council  of  Delegates  has 
directed  its  leadership  to  seek  the  authority  to  award  advanced 
level  degrees  and  the  committee  is  also  aware  that  DOD  submitted 
a  legislative  proposal  that  would  fulfill  one  element  of  a  series  of 
requirements  established  by  the  Department  of  Education  for  IADC 
to  meet  from  its  Council  of  Delegates.  However,  the  committee  is 
concerned  that  enacting  just  one  element  at  this  time  will  only 
serve  to  confuse  IADC’s  authorities  as  an  academic  institution.  As 
such,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Secretary  of  Education,  to  conduct  a  review  of  IADC 
to  determine  what,  if  any,  steps  must  be  taken  for  the  IADC  to  be 
considered  a  fully  accredited  degree  granting  institution  in  the 
United  States.  Should  the  Secretary  find  that  legislative  action  is 
required,  the  committee  expects  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  submit 
any  legislative  proposals  with  the  budget  request  for  fiscal  year 
2015. 

Military-to-military  cooperation  with  Somalia 

The  establishment  of  the  National  Government  of  Somalia  in  Au¬ 
gust  2012  brings  the  promise  of  a  new  era  for  the  people  of  Soma¬ 
lia,  and  follows  the  considerable  and  hard-fought  successes  of  the 
African  Union  Mission  in  Somalia  (AMISOM)  and  Somali  National 
Security  Forces  efforts  to  secure  the  country  over  the  past  2  years. 
Recognizing  the  significance  of  Somalia’s  newly  established  govern¬ 
ment  and  improved  but  tenuous  security  environment,  United  Na¬ 
tions  Security  Council  Resolution  2093  suspends  the  21-year-old 
arms  embargo  to  allow  for  “deliveries  of  weapons  or  military  equip¬ 
ment  or  the  provision  of  advice,  assistance  or  training,  intended 
solely  for  the  development  of  the  National  Security  Forces  of  the 
Federal  Government  of  Somalia,”  and  calls  for  the  training,  equip¬ 
ping,  and  capacity-building  of  Somalia  National  Security  Forces,  in¬ 
cluding  both  its  armed  forces  and  police. 

The  committee  believes  that  U.S.  national  security  interests  in 
the  region  would  be  well-served  by  Somali  National  Security  Forces 
that  are  capable  of  maintaining  and  expanding  security  within  So¬ 
malia,  confronting  international  security  threats  such  as  piracy  and 
terrorism,  and  preventing  human  rights  abuses.  U.S.  military-to- 
military  cooperation  offers  an  important  opportunity  to  build  crit¬ 
ical  capacities  that  are  accountable  to  civilian  authorities  and  ad¬ 
here  to  the  tenets  of  human  rights  within  the  Somali  National  Se¬ 
curity  Forces  and  to  build  relationships  in  order  to  promote  a 
strong  future  partnership.  Therefore,  the  committee  urges  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  pursue  military-to-military  cooperation  with 
the  Somali  National  Security  Forces  through  existing  authorities  as 
soon  as  practicable. 

In  pursuit  of  that  objective,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  formulate  a  strategy  for  military-to-military  coopera- 
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tion,  including  security  assistance,  professional  military  education, 
information  sharing,  and  training  between  the  U.S.  armed  forces 
and  the  Somali  National  Security  Forces.  The  strategy  should  in¬ 
clude,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  elements: 

(1)  identification  of  specific  U.S.  national  security  objectives 
addressed  through  military-to-military  cooperation  activities; 

(2)  identification  of  mechanisms  for  coordinating  U.S.  secu¬ 
rity  cooperation  with  other  international  donors,  notably  the 
European  Union  Training  Mission; 

(3)  a  strategy  for  ensuring  that  military-to-military  coopera¬ 
tion  serves  to  enhance  integration  and  coherence  of  the  Somali 
National  Security  Services,  including  improving  multi-ethnic 
representation,  strengthening  unit  coherence  and  chain  of  com¬ 
mand,  and  bolstering  civilian  control  of  the  Somali  armed 
forces; 

(4)  an  evaluation  of  unmet  equipment  and  weaponry  needs 
of  the  Somali  armed  forces,  as  well  as  an  assessment  of  the 
ability  of  the  Somali  Armed  Forces  to  maintain  custody  and  ac¬ 
countability  of  its  weapons  inventory  and  of  the  benefits  and 
risks  of  the  provision  of  weaponry  to  the  Somali  armed  forces 
by  the  United  States; 

(5)  an  assessment  of  the  security  risks  to  U.S.  personnel  con¬ 
ducting  security  cooperation  activities  within  Somalia; 

(6)  an  assessment  of  the  ability  of  the  Somali  National  Secu¬ 
rity  Forces  to  maintain  control  of  any  equipment  and  deny  vio¬ 
lent  extremists  access  to  it; 

(7)  plans  for  integrating  training  to  prevent  human  rights 
abuses  into  military-to-military  cooperation  activities; 

(8)  plans  to  assist  the  Somali  National  Security  Forces  in 
preventing  infiltration  and  insider  attacks,  including  through 
the  application  of  lessons  learned  in  U.S.  military  training  ef¬ 
forts  in  Afghanistan;  and 

(9)  any  other  matters  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate. 

Not  later  than  180  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives.  The  report 
may  take  the  form  of  a  briefing,  unclassified  report,  or  unclassified 
report  with  a  classified  annex,  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate. 

Status  of  United  States  military  engagements  with  Burma 

The  committee  notes  the  developments  in  Burma  over  the  past 
year  or  so  that  indicate  the  commitment  by  the  Government  of 
Burma  toward  democratization  and  to  address  human  rights 
abuses,  including  abuses  by  the  Burmese  military.  As  a  result  of 
these  developments,  the  Department  of  Defense  has  begun  modest 
and  measured  military-to-military  interactions  with  the  Burmese 
military.  While  such  military  engagement  activities  can  be  positive 
reinforcement  for  meaningful  reforms,  the  committee  remains 
mindful  of  the  history  of  human  rights  abuses  within  the  Burmese 
military,  concerns  regarding  continuing  abuses,  and  the  possibility 
that  any  well-intended  U.S.  military  engagement  could  be  mis¬ 
directed  toward  a  negative  result. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in 
coordination  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  provide  written  updates 
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to  the  relevant  congressional  committees  on  the  status  of  military- 
to-military  engagement  between  the  United  States  armed  forces 
and  the  Burmese  military.  The  first  such  update  shall  be  provided 
by  September  30,  2013,  and  the  next  update  by  March  31,  2014. 
These  updates,  which  may  be  in  the  form  of  a  written  report  or  in 
the  form  of  a  briefing  that  includes  a  written  description  of  activi¬ 
ties,  shall  include  at  a  minimum:  (1)  a  written  list  of  ongoing  mili- 
tary-to-military  activities  with  a  description  of  each;  (2)  a  written 
update  on  activities  that  were  listed  in  previous  reporting;  (3)  a 
written  list  of  activities  that  are  planned  to  occur  over  the  upcom¬ 
ing  months  with  a  written  description  of  each;  and  (4)  the  status 
of  the  Burmese  military’s  cooperation  with  civilian  authorities  to 
investigate  and  resolve  cases  of  military  human  rights  violations. 

For  purposes  of  this  requirement,  the  relevant  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  include  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

Taiwan  air  power  assessment 

Section  1281  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  expressed  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  the  President  should  take  steps  to  address  Taiwan’s  shortfall 
in  fighters,  whether  through  the  sale  of  F-16C/D  fighters  or  the 
procurement  of  other  aircraft.  The  conference  report  accompanying 
Public  Law  112-239  also  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  co¬ 
ordination  with  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  ensure  that  a  briefing  is 
prepared  and  made  available  to  congressional  defense  committees 
that  sets  forth  the  administration’s  plan  for  meeting  the  statutory 
requirements  of  the  Taiwan  Relations  Act  (Public  Law  96-8)  as 
they  relate  to  how  the  Taiwan  Air  Force  can  contribute  appro¬ 
priately  to  Taiwan’s  defense.  This  briefing  has  yet  to  be  presented 
to  the  Congress.  Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  brief  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than 
July  15,  2013. 

In  addition,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
submit  a  classified  report  assessing  the  capabilities  and  readiness 
of  the  Taiwanese  Air  Force  no  later  than  December  1,  2013.  The 
classified  report  shall  include:  a  qualitative  assessment  of  the  capa¬ 
bilities  of  each  type  of  fixed  wing  tactical  aircraft  in  the  Taiwanese 
inventory;  an  assessment  of  the  readiness  of  each  type  of  fixed 
wing  tactical  aircraft  in  the  Taiwanese  inventory;  and  the  expected 
timeframe  of  obsolescence  of  each  category  of  aircraft  in  the  Tai¬ 
wanese  inventory  compared  to  the  People’s  Liberation  Army  Air 
Force  fixed-wing  aircraft  in  both  quantity  and  quality. 


TITLE  XIII— COOPERATIVE  THREAT 
REDUCTION 

Specification  of  Cooperative  Threat  Reduction  programs 
and  funds  (sec.  1301) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  define  the  Co¬ 
operative  Threat  Reduction  (CTR)  programs,  define  the  funds  as 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  section  301  of  this  bill,  and  au¬ 
thorize  CTR  funds  to  be  available  for  obligation  for  3  fiscal  years. 

Funding  allocations  (sec.  1302) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
$528.5  million,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request,  for  the  Coopera¬ 
tive  Threat  Reduction  (CTR)  program.  The  provision  accounts  for 
the  change  in  the  umbrella  agreement  with  Russia  ending  June  17, 
2013,  in  which  the  following  programs  will  be  terminated  (as  com¬ 
pared  to  being  funded  as  proposed  in  the  fiscal  year  2014  budget 
request):  (1)  SS-24  Missile  Disassembly  and  storage,  $4.3  million, 

(2)  Chemical  Weapons  Technical  Support — Russia,  $21.3  million, 

(3)  Nuclear  Security  Enhancements — Russia,  $4.0  million,  and  (4) 
Nuclear  Weapons  Transportation — Russia,  $49.7  million. 

The  resulting  cancellation  of  funds  ($79.3  million)  transfers  $62.3 
million  to  the  Proliferation  Prevention  Program  for  Middle  East  co¬ 
operative  threat  reduction  activities  to  prevent  and  detect  acquisi¬ 
tion,  proliferation,  and  use  of  Syria’s  chemical  weapons,  weapons- 
usable  and  related  materials,  equipment  or  means  of  delivery,  and 
knowledge.  This  activity  will  continue  partnerships  with  Jordan, 
Iraq,  Turkey,  and  Lebanon.  $13.0  million  is  transferred  to  Chem¬ 
ical  Weapons  Eliminations — Libya/Middle  East  to  prepare  for  po¬ 
tential  requirements  in  Syria  if  the  U.S.  Government  has  a  Syrian 
partner  with  whom  to  work  to  potentially  secure  and  destroy  Syr¬ 
ia’s  chemical  weapons  stockpile.  $4.0  million  is  transferred  to  the 
Threat  Reduction  Engagement  Program  for  exercises  and  bilateral 
workshops  with  Russia  that  does  not  require  the  expiring  CTR  um¬ 
brella  agreement  to  carry  out. 

This  provision  authorizes  specific  amounts  for  each  CTR  program 
element,  requires  notification  to  Congress  30  days  before  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  obligates  and  expends  fiscal  year  2014  funds  for 
a  purpose  other  than  a  purpose  listed  in  the  provision,  and  requires 
notification  to  Congress  15  days  before  the  Secretary  of  Defense  ob¬ 
ligates  and  expends  fiscal  year  2014  funds  in  excess  of  the  specific 
amount  authorized  for  each  CTR  program  element. 
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TITLE  XIV— OTHER  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Subtitle  A — Military  Programs 

Working  Capital  Funds  (sec.  1401) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Defense  Working  Capital  Funds  at  the  levels 
identified  in  section  4501  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

National  Defense  Sealift  Fund  (sec.  1402) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  National  Defense  Sealift  Fund  at  the  levels 
identified  in  section  4501  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Chemical  Agents  and  Munitions  Destruction,  Defense  (sec. 
1403) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  chemical  agents  and  munitions  destruction,  de¬ 
fense,  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4501  of  division  D  of  this 
Act. 

Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter-Drug  Activities,  Defense¬ 
wide  (sec.  1404) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  drug  interdiction  and  counterdrug  activities,  de¬ 
fense-wide,  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4501  of  division  D  of 
this  Act. 

Defense  Inspector  General  (sec.  1405) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4501  of  division 
D  of  this  Act. 

Defense  Health  Program  (sec.  1406) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Defense  Health  Program  at  the  levels  identi¬ 
fied  in  section  4501  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  B — Other  Matters 

Authorization  of  appropriations  for  Armed  Forces  Retire¬ 
ment  Home  (sec.  1421) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
$67.8  million  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  2014  from  the 
Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home  Trust  Fund  for  the  operation  of 
the  Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home. 
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Authority  for  transfer  of  funds  to  Joint  Department  of  De¬ 
fense-Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Facility 
Demonstration  Fund  for  Captain  James  A.  Lovell  Health 
Care  Center,  Illinois  (sec.  1422) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  transfer  $143.1  million  from  the  Defense 
Health  Program  to  the  Joint  Department  of  Defense-Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  Medical  Facility  Demonstration  Fund  created  by 
section  1704  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2010  (Public  Law  111-84)  for  the  operations  of  the  Captain 
James  A.  Lovell  Federal  Health  Care  Center. 

Budget  Items 

Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  growth  plan 

The  budget  request  for  the  Department  of  Defense  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General  (DOD  IG)  included  $311.1  million  in  Operation 
and  Maintenance  (O&M). 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  independent  audit  and  inves¬ 
tigative  functions  of  the  DOD  IG  continues  to  play  a  valuable  role 
in  identifying  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  in  Department  of  Defense 
programs  and  operations.  In  fiscal  year  2012,  DOD  IG  audits  and 
investigations  resulted  in  a  $3.6  billion  return  on  investment, 
which  is  an  increase  of  $1.0  billion  in  returns  compared  to  fiscal 
year  2011.  A  $3.6  billion  return  on  investment  equates  to  a  return 
of  $2.3  million  per  employee  and  $10.81  for  every  dollar  appro¬ 
priated.  The  147  reports  issued  in  fiscal  year  2012  led  to  149  ar¬ 
rests,  247  convictions,  126  suspensions,  and  207  debarments. 

The  committee  continues  to  believe  that  the  DOD  IG  should 
focus  on  conducting  oversight  related  to  military  operations  in  Af¬ 
ghanistan,  review  contract  management  and  acquisitions,  and  sup¬ 
port  audits  to  identify  potential  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse.  The  com¬ 
mittee  also  believes  that  contractor  oversight  by  the  DOD  IG 
should  include  detailed  accounting  of  the  number  of  personnel  used 
and  the  capabilities  provided  by  contractors.  The  committee  notes 
that  in  the  language  of  Senate  Report  112-173,  to  accompany  S. 
3254,  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013 
(P.L.  112-239)  the  committee  directed  the  DOD  IG  to  reevaluate 
the  2008  growth  plan  and  establish  future  staffing  objectives  on  the 
basis  of  audit  and  investigation  need  and  current  budgetary  reali¬ 
ties.  The  committee  received  an  updated  growth  plan  on  May  15, 
2013,  which  calls  for  a  fiscal  year  2018  end  state  of  1,900  versus 
2,061  full-time  equivalents  (FTE),  161  less  than  originally  planned; 
a  7.8  percent  downward  adjustment.  The  committee  notes  this  end 
state  still  represents  an  increase  of  286  FTEs  over  the  fiscal  year 
2013  authorized  FTE  level  of  1,614,  and  will  allow  for  substantive 
increases  in  the  DOD  IG’s  oversight  capabilities.  The  committee 
also  notes  that  the  DOD  IG  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  2014  still 
falls  $35.9  million  short  of  their  requirements  for  increased  over¬ 
sight  capabilities. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $35.9  mil¬ 
lion  in  O&M  for  the  DOD  IG. 
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Defense  Health  Program  funding 

The  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  Defense 
Health  Program  includes  the  following  change  from  the  budget  re¬ 
quest.  This  addition  would  replace  savings  assumed  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  (DOD)  for  proposed  establishment  of  enrollment 
fees  and  increases  to  certain  other  TRICARE  fees,  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  adopt. 

[Changes  in  millions  of  dollars] 


Restore  DOD  assumed  savings  for  TRICARE  proposals  .  218.0 

Total  .  218.0 


Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter  Drug  Activities 

The  budget  request  included  $816.0  million  to  support  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense’s  (DOD)  Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter  Drug 
Activities.  Of  those  amounts,  $19.9  million  supported  the  Joint 
Interagency  Task  Force-West  (JIATF-W,  project  code  3309);  $1.6 
million  supported  the  United  States  European  Command’s 
(EUCOM)  headquarters  (project  code  2346);  and  $1.2  million  for 
special  operations  forces  counternarcotics  (CN)  support  to  EUCOM 
(project  code  6505). 

The  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $5.8  million  to  DOD’s 
Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter  Drug  Activities,  which  will  decrease 
by  $3.0  million  funding  for  the  JIATF-W,  and  provide  no  funding 
for  the  two  aforementioned  programs  at  EUCOM. 

The  committee  understands  the  importance  of  interagency  co¬ 
operation,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  CN  and  efforts  to  combat  the 
related  threats  posed  by  transnational  organized  criminal  organiza¬ 
tions.  However,  the  committee  is  concerned  the  JIATF-W  and  its 
associated  activities  are  not  fully  integrated  into  the  intelligence, 
and  policy  and  planning  directorates  of  United  States  Pacific  Com¬ 
mand  (PACOM).  As  result,  the  committee  believes  that  there  is  du¬ 
plication  in  these  two  important  areas.  The  committee  urges  the 
Commander  of  PACOM  to  review  JIATF-W’s  activities  and  elimi¬ 
nate  unnecessary  duplication  of  effort  within  the  PACOM’s  CN,  in¬ 
telligence,  and  capacity-building  activities. 

On  the  reductions  to  EUCOM,  the  committee  has  noted  since 
2012  its  concern  with  DOD’s  efforts  to  maintain  CN  programs  at 
EUCOM.  The  committee  believes  partner  nations  within  the 
EUCOM  area  of  responsibility  are  best  positioned  to  fund  both  in¬ 
telligence  activities  and  capacity  building  on  their  own.  As  such, 
the  committee  is  eliminating  funding  for  EUCOM’s  CN  programs 
and  urges  the  Secretary  to  approve  no  funding  for  these  programs 
in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 
Army  industrial  operations  activity  group 

The  committee  notes  that  recent  analysis  on  the  Army  industrial 
operations  activity  group  conducted  by  the  Government  Account¬ 
ability  Office  (GAO)  showed  that  the  Army  needs  to  improve  the 
budgeting  and  management  of  carryover.  The  committee  remains 
concerned  that  the  Army  underestimated  industrial  operations  new 
orders  every  year  during  a  7-year  period  of  review  by  the  GAO, 
from  a  low  of  11  percent  to  a  high  of  70  percent.  For  orders  funded 
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with  procurement  appropriations,  the  Army  underestimated  new 
orders  by  118  percent  for  the  7-year  period.  The  committee  is  also 
concerned  that  the  carryover  grew  to  $5.8  billion  in  fiscal  year 
2011.  The  three  primary  causes  for  the  carryover  were:  (1)  the 
scope  of  work  was  not  well  defined,  (2)  parts  needed  to  perform  the 
work  were  not  available,  and  (3)  some  orders  were  received  late  in 
the  fiscal  year  which  provided  little  time  to  resolve  any  scope  of 
work  or  parts  issues.  The  committee  notes  that  the  arrival  of  direct 
appropriation  funding  late  in  a  fiscal  year  only  exacerbates  the 
ability  to  effectively  manage  carryover. 

The  committee  has  learned  that  the  Army  has  recently  formed 
a  working  group  to  resolve  these  budgeting  and  management 
issues.  Accordingly,  the  committee  encourages  the  Army  to  prompt¬ 
ly  finalize  the  working  group  results  and  implement  the  actions 
identified  to  improve  the  budgeting  and  management  of  carryover. 
The  committee  directs  the  Army  to  prepare  a  briefing  or  a  report 
to  the  committee  on  their  progress  no  later  than  September  15, 
2013. 

Concerns  with  working  capital  fund  cash  balances  and  fuel 
rate  pricing 

The  committee  remains  concerned  that  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  (DOD)  continues  to  struggle  with  the  management  of  cash 
balances  and  carryover  in  working  capital  funds  (WCF),  resulting 
in  increased  risk  and  unnecessary  negative  impacts  to  Operation 
and  Maintenance  funding  due  to  inadequate  fuel  rate  determina¬ 
tions.  For  several  years  now  the  Government  Accountability  Office 
has  documented  the  DOD’s  significant  cash  fluctuation  in  multiple 
reports.  The  committee  notes  that  the  effect  of  sequestration  as  a 
result  of  the  Budget  Control  Act  of  2011,  the  recent  string  of  late- 
arriving  annual  appropriations,  and  the  volatile  global  price  of  fos¬ 
sil  fuels  only  exacerbate  the  issue. 

The  committee  remains  concerned  that  while  the  function  of  the 
WCF  is  designed  to  protect  customer  programs  in  the  year  of  exe¬ 
cution,  the  reality  of  the  last  several  years  is  that  frequently 
changing  WCF  rates  and  reprogramming  requests  have  evolved 
from  exceptions  to  common  practice.  For  example,  in  2009  the 
standard  composite  fuel  price  charged  to  DOD  customers  changed 
five  times,  and  at  least  once  per  year  since  2005.  Additionally,  in 
fiscal  year  2012  the  committee  received  a  reprogramming  request 
for  $1.0  billion  to  offset  a  change  in  fuel  rates.  A  similar  re¬ 
programming  request  occurred  in  fiscal  year  2013  for  $1.4  billion. 
The  committee  notes  that  the  DOD  bases  its  fuel  rate  charged  to 
the  services  from  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget’s  set  price 
for  a  refined  barrel  of  fuel  based  on  an  estimated  future  market 
price  projection.  Furthermore,  the  committee  is  concerned  that  the 
7-10  day  window  has  not  been  effective  in  enabling  the  services  to 
adapt  and  absorb  WCF  rate  changes  in  fuel  and  transportation 
costs  in  the  budget  year  of  execution,  resulting  in  negative  impacts 
to  readiness,  specifically  in  the  Operation  and  Maintenance  ac¬ 
counts. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later  than  March 
1,  2014  with  recommendations  as  to  how  the  DOD  can  better  deter- 


211 


mine  and  manage  their  WCF  and  fuel  rates  in  the  budget  year  of 
execution. 

Joint  Interagency  Task  Force — South 

Sequestration  and  budget  restrictions  are  having  a  negative  im¬ 
pact  not  only  on  readiness  and  modernization  accounts,  but  also  on 
the  ability  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  to  carry  out  ongo¬ 
ing  missions.  While  DOD’s  decision  to  allocate  scarce  budgetary  re¬ 
sources  to  forces  engaged  with  the  enemy  in  Afghanistan  is  both 
understandable  and  justifiable,  that  decision  has  had  a  significant 
impact  on  the  operations  of  other  combatant  commands. 

For  example,  budgetary  restrictions  have  drastically  reduced  the 
ability  of  DOD  and  partner  agencies  to  allocate  assets — particularly 
surface  vessels  and  personnel  to  the  Joint  Interagency  Task  Force 
South  (JIATF — South)  mission  of  countering  illicit  drug  trafficking 
and  disruption  of  transnational  criminal  organizations  in  the 
United  States  Southern  Command  (SOUTHCOM)  area  of  responsi¬ 
bility,  thereby  increasing  the  supply  of  narcotics  hitting  U.S. 
streets  at  the  same  time  that  state  and  local  law  enforcement  are 
also  seeing  funding  reductions.  During  his  March  2013  testimony 
before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  General  John  F. 
Kelly,  Commander  of  SOUTHCOM,  warned  that  sequestration 
could  hinder  the  ability  of  SOUTHCOM  to  detect  and  monitor  the 
flow  of  drugs  to  the  United  States,  support  the  counterdrug  efforts 
of  partner  nations,  and  curtail  counternarcotics  air  and  surface  op¬ 
erations.  He  said,  “[tlaken  together,  these  limitations  would  under¬ 
mine  the  significant  gains  we  have  made  through  the  highly  suc¬ 
cessful  and  ongoing  Operation  Martillo;  the  152  metric  tons  of  co¬ 
caine  seized  to  date  represents  over  $3.0  billion  in  revenue  that 
will  not  go  to  fund  powerful  criminal  groups,  violence  in  Mexico, 
and  the  destabilization  of  our  Central  American  partners.  These 
152  metric  tons  will  also  not  reach  the  streets  of  America  nor  fuel 
costly  crime  and  drug  addiction.” 

The  committee  believes  that  the  across-the-board  sequestration 
cuts  to  the  DOD  budget  are  arbitrary  and  irrational  and  under¬ 
mine  the  national  security  of  the  United  States.  In  the  absence  of 
legislation  removing  the  threat  of  continued  sequestration,  the  com¬ 
mittee  encourages  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  do  as  much  as  prac¬ 
ticable  to  continue  key  operations  of  the  geographic  combatant  com¬ 
mands,  such  as  the  counternarcotics  mission  of  SOUTHCOM  and 
JIATF— South. 

National  Guard  Counterdrug  Program 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Department  of  Defense  requests 
funding  annually  to  support  the  National  Guard  Counterdrug  Pro¬ 
gram  (CDP).  The  committee  believes  that  the  CDP  plays  an  impor¬ 
tant  role  in  providing  military-specific  capabilities  and  expertise 
resident  within  the  National  Guard  to  support  the  counterdrug  ac¬ 
tivities  of  federal,  state,  and  local  authorities.  This  support  includes 
the  provision  of  linguists,  intelligence,  transportation,  logistics,  re¬ 
connaissance,  training,  education,  and  prevention  outreach.  The 
committee  believes  this  support  has  proven  effective  in  helping  to 
meet  national  counterdrug  objectives.  The  committee  notes  that 
over  the  last  2  fiscal  years,  budgetary  pressures  have  led  the  De- 
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partment  to  decrease  the  budget  request  for  the  CDP.  The  com¬ 
mittee  understands  that  these  cuts  have  caused  a  disruption  or 
curtailment  of  CDP  operations,  including  the  activities  of  the  five 
regional  Counterdrug  Training  Centers.  As  such,  the  committee  en¬ 
courages  the  Department  to  continue  its  support  for  the  CDP  and 
provide  adequate  funding  to  ensure  the  sustainability  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Additionally,  the  committee  notes  that  beginning  in  2008,  the 
National  Guard  Bureau  began  development  of  a  threat-based  ap¬ 
proach  to  its  counterdrug  activities.  The  committee  supported  this 
initiative  and,  in  fiscal  year  2011,  DOD  approved  the  Threat-Based 
Resource  Model  (TBRM)  and  began  implementation  of  the  new  con¬ 
struct  in  fiscal  year  2012,  with  plans  to  achieve  full  implementa¬ 
tion  by  fiscal  year  2015.  The  basis  of  the  TBRM  construct  is  to 
align  funding  in  support  of  state  counterdrug  plans  based  on  an  an¬ 
alytical  assessment  of  security  threats  associated  with  narcotics 
trafficking. 

In  prepared  testimony  submitted  to  Congress  in  2012,  the  Chief 
of  the  National  Guard  Bureau  stated:  “the  implementation  of  the 
[TBRM]  budget  will  strengthen  the  National  Guard’s  national  secu¬ 
rity  capability  by  allocating  resources  to  all  states  and  territories 
based  on  the  severity  of  the  narcotics  threat  faced  by  each  state.” 
As  implementation  of  the  TBRM  continues,  the  committee  urges 
the  National  Guard  Bureau  to  ensure  that  the  data,  metrics,  and 
analyses  associated  with  the  TBRM  are  reliable,  clearly  articu¬ 
lated,  transparent,  and  reflect  the  changing  nature  of  narcotics 
trafficking  activities.  In  addition,  the  committee  urges  the  Chief  of 
the  National  Guard  Bureau  to  cooperate  and  share  information  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  TBRM  in  a  routine,  systemic  manner  with  rel¬ 
evant  interagency  partners,  particularly  the  Office  of  National 
Drug  Control  Policy  and  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency. 


TITLE  XV— AUTHORIZATION  OF  ADDITIONAL 
APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  OVERSEAS  CONTIN¬ 
GENCY  OPERATIONS 

Subtitle  A — Authorization  of  Additional  Appropriations 
Purpose  (sec.  1501) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  this 
title  and  make  authorization  of  appropriations  available  upon  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  in  addition  to 
amounts  otherwise  authorized  in  this  Act,  to  provide  for  additional 
costs  due  to  overseas  contingency  operations. 

Procurement  (sec.  1502) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  procurement  at  the  levels  identified  in 
section  4102  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Research,  development,  test,  and  evaluation  (sec.  1503) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  research,  development,  test,  and  evalua¬ 
tion  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4202  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Operation  and  maintenance  (sec.  1504) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  operation  and  maintenance  at  the  levels 
identified  in  section  4302  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Military  personnel  (sec.  1505) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  military  personnel  at  the  levels  identi¬ 
fied  in  section  4402  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Working  capital  funds  (sec.  1506) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  Defense  Working  Capital  Funds  at  the 
levels  identified  in  section  4502  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

National  Defense  Sealift  Fund  (sec.  1507) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  the  National  Defense  Sealift  Fund  at 
the  levels  identified  in  section  4502  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Chemical  Agents  and  Munitions  Destruction,  Defense  (sec. 
1508) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  chemical  agents  and  munitions  destruc- 
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tion,  defense,  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4502  of  division  D 
of  this  Act. 

Drug  Interdiction  and  Counter-Drug  Activities,  Defense¬ 
wide  (sec.  1509) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  drug  interdiction  and  counter-drug  ac¬ 
tivities,  defense-wide,  at  the  level  identified  in  section  4502  of  divi¬ 
sion  D  of  this  Act. 

Defense  Inspector  General  (sec.  1510) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  at  the  levels  identified  in  section  4502 
of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Defense  Health  program  (sec.  1511) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ad¬ 
ditional  appropriations  for  the  Defense  Health  Program  at  the  lev¬ 
els  identified  in  section  4502  of  division  D  of  this  Act. 

Subtitle  B — Financial  Matters 
Treatment  as  additional  authorizations  (sec.  1521) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  state  that 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  title  are  in  addition 
to  amounts  otherwise  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  Act. 

Special  transfer  authority  (sec.  1522) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
transfer  of  up  to  an  additional  $4.0  billion  of  war-related  funding 
authorizations  in  this  title  among  the  accounts  in  this  title. 

Subtitle  C — Other  Matters 

Joint  Improvised  Explosive  Device  Defeat  Fund  (sec.  1531) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  until 
December  31,  2014,  the  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
use  funds  to  investigate,  develop,  and  provide  equipment,  supplies, 
services,  personnel,  and  funds  to  assist  efforts  to  defeat  improvised 
explosive  devices  (IED). 

The  committee  continues  to  maintain  that  the  Joint  Improvised 
Explosive  Device  Defeat  Organization  (JIEDDO)  is  a  temporary  or¬ 
ganization  created  by  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  with  the 
support  of  Congress,  to  respond  rapidly  to  IED  threats  against  our 
deployed  forces.  The  committee  believes  it  is  now  the  appropriate 
time  for  DOD  to  assess  the  roles  and  missions  of  JIEDDO  and 
DOD  in  maintaining  a  capability  to  counter  the  IED  threat.  The 
committee  believes  the  military  departments  can  absorb  into  their 
operations  and  doctrine  the  appropriate  capabilities  and  training 
required  to  counter  the  threat  posed  by  IED  in  current  and  future 
operations.  JIEDDO,  in  its  various  iterations,  has  now  been  in  ex¬ 
istence  for  nearly  a  decade,  and  the  military  departments  have  had 
ample  time  to  plan  accordingly.  As  such,  the  committee  has  ex- 
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tended  this  authority  until  the  end  of  calendar  year  2014 — when 
operations  in  Afghanistan  will  reach  an  inflection  point.  The  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  develop  a  clear  strategy 
to  ensure  the  military  departments  absorb  the  enduring  capabili¬ 
ties  and  associated  funding  that  JIEDDO  has  benefitted  from  over 
the  past  decade.  The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
provide  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  no  later 
than  60  days  after  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  the  disposition  of 
JIEDDO  as  an  organization  and  a  strategy  that  identifies  and  tran¬ 
sitions  those  enduring  capabilities  and  associated  funding  to  the 
military  departments.  Further,  the  report  will  also  address  what 
mechanisms  will  be  put  in  place  to  ensure  adequate  coordination 
across  the  military  departments  and  the  Defense  Advanced  Re¬ 
search  Projects  Agency  in  their  science  and  technology  activities  re¬ 
lated  to  defeating  IEDs  in  order  to  focus  on  priority  areas  and 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  effort. 

Afghanistan  Security  Forces  Fund  (sec.  1532) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  that 
funds  available  for  the  Afghanistan  Security  Forces  Fund  for  fiscal 
year  2014  be  used  subject  to  the  conditions  specified  in  subsections 
(b)  through  (g)  of  section  1513  of  the  National  Defense  Authoriza¬ 
tion  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2008  (Public  Law  110-181;  122  Stat.  428), 
as  amended  by  section  1531(b)  of  the  Ike  Skelton  National  Defense 
Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (Public  Law  111-383;  124 
Stat.  4424).  The  provision  would  also  allow  for  equipment  pre¬ 
viously  transferred  to  the  Afghanistan  security  forces  to  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  with  con¬ 
gressional  notification.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  would  be  required 
to  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  semi-annually  on 
the  equipment  transferred  to  DOD  stocks  under  this  authority. 

Extension  of  authority  for  Task  Force  for  Business  and  Sta¬ 
bility  Operations  in  Afghanistan  (sec.  1533) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
authority  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Task  Force  for  Business 
and  Stability  Operations  (TFBSO)  in  Afghanistan  to  promote  stra¬ 
tegic  business  and  economic  development  in  support  of  the  civil- 
military  campaign  in  Afghanistan.  For  fiscal  year  2014,  up  to  $63.8 
million  would  be  authorized  to  fund  TFBSO  projects,  which  include 
mining  sector  development,  industrial  development,  and  facilitating 
private  investment.  The  provision  would  restrict  the  availability  of 
the  fiscal  year  2014  funds  for  developing  the  mining  and  oil  and 
gas  sectors  until  after  the  Secretary  of  Defense  certifies  that  the 
Government  of  Afghanistan  has  agreed  to  reimburse  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  for  the  amount  of  any  such  funds,  from 
royalties  received  from  mining  or  oil  and  gas  contracts  awarded  by 
the  Government  of  Afghanistan.  The  amendment  would  also  revise 
the  period  for  providing  an  update  on  the  implementation  of  the 
TFBSO  Transition  Action  Plan  that  was  submitted  to  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  May  2012  from  every  90  days  to  every  180  days. 

The  TFBSO  has  contributed  to  the  stability  of  Afghanistan’s 
economy,  particularly  the  development  of  its  mining  sector.  How- 
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ever,  the  committee  strongly  believes  that  TFBSO  funds  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  Afghanistan’s  mining  should  not  go  towards  sub¬ 
sidizing  the  ability  of  foreign  companies,  in  particular  the  Chinese 
mineral  extraction  industry,  to  exploit  the  estimated  $1.0  trillion 
worth  of  Afghanistan  resources.  The  committee  believes  that  com¬ 
panies  who  mine  Afghanistan’s  rare  earth  minerals  should  be  the 
ones  investing  in  the  mining  infrastructure  of  Afghanistan. 

Further,  the  committee  expects  that  with  the  transition  of  full  se¬ 
curity  responsibility  to  the  Government  of  Afghanistan  by  the  end 
of  2014,  the  activities  of  the  TFBSO  will  transition,  either  to  an¬ 
other  U.S.  Government  department  or  agency  or  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Afghanistan,  or  be  promptly  concluded. 

Budget  Items 

NATO  Special  Operations  Headquarters 

The  budget  request  for  overseas  contingency  operations  included 
$7.0  million  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army,  for  support  to 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO)  Special  Operations 
Headquarters  (NSHQ).  As  requested  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  consistent  with  the  agreement  between  the  Army  and  U.S. 
Special  Operations  Command  (USSOCOM)  and  the  April  2013  Re¬ 
source  Management  Decision  transferring  resourcing  responsibility 
from  the  Army  to  USSOCOM,  the  committee  recommends  a  trans¬ 
fer  of  this  funding  to  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Defense-wide. 

BuckEye 

The  budget  request  included  $29.2  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance,  Army  (OMA)  for  Overseas  Contingency  Operations, 
of  which  $1.3  billion  was  for  forces  readiness  operations  support. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  Army’s  funding  request  for 
the  BuckEye  system  that  provides  high-resolution  3-dimensional 
terrain  data  (10  centimeter  electro-optical  color  imagery,  combined 
with  1-meter  post  spacing  elevation  data)  was  eliminated  during 
budget  reviews  due  to  a  misunderstanding  about  the  enduring  re¬ 
quirement  for  this  data  or  about  the  availability  of  alternative 
sources  of  such  data.  The  Department  of  Defense  has  assured  the 
committee  that  U.S.  Central  Command’s  Joint  Urgent  Operational 
Needs  Statement  for  five  systems  remains  in  effect  through  fiscal 
year  2014,  and  that  no  other  available  system  can  provide  this 
data. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $56.3  mil¬ 
lion  in  OMA  (subactivity  121)  for  BuckEye  terrain  data. 

Joint  Improvised  Explosive  Device  Defeat  Organization 

The  budget  request  included  $1.0  billion  for  the  Joint  Improvised 
Explosive  Device  Defeat  Fund,  of  which  funding  is  distributed  to 
four  lines  of  operation  (LOO):  (1)  $417.0  million  for  Joint  Impro¬ 
vised  Explosive  Device  Defeat  Organization’s  (JIEDDO)  operations 
attacking  the  network;  (2)  $248.9  million  for  JIEDDO’s  operations 
to  develop  and  procure  capabilities  to  defeat  improvised  explosive 
devices  (IED);  (3)  $106.0  million  to  fund  efforts  to  train  service 
members  prior  to  deployment  on  counter-IED  tactics,  techniques, 
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and  procedures;  and  (4)  $227.4  million  for  JIEDDO’s  staff  and  in¬ 
frastructure  expenses. 

The  committee  recommends  the  following  modification’s  to 
JIEDDO’s  budget:  (1)  a  decrease  of  $106.0  million  for  JIEDDO’s 
training  activities;  (2)  a  decrease  $45.0  million  for  JIEDDO’s  staff 
and  infrastructure  expenses;  (3)  an  increase  of  $80.0  million  in  Op¬ 
eration  and  Maintenance,  Army  within  the  Overseas  Contingency 
Operations  (OCO)  account  to  train  soldiers  prior  to  deployment  on 
counter-IED  tactics,  techniques,  and  procedures  (TTPs);  and  (4)  an 
increase  of  $26.0  million  in  Operation  and  Maintenance,  Marine 
Corps  within  the  OCO  account  to  train  marines  prior  to  deploy¬ 
ment  on  counter-IED  TTPs. 

It  is  the  committee’s  view  that  JIEDDO’s  train-the-force  activi¬ 
ties  should  be  terminated.  These  activities  are  the  responsibilities 
of  the  military  departments  and  JIEDDO  should  no  longer  support 
them.  As  such,  the  committee’s  recommendation  would  eliminate 
funding  for  JIEDDO’s  train-the-force  operations  and  redistribute 
the  funding  to  Army  and  Marine  Corps  operation  and  maintenance 
accounts  for  counter-IED  training  activities. 

The  committee’s  second  reduction  to  JIEDDO’s  budget  would  re¬ 
quire  the  Director  of  JIEDDO  to  reduce  the  size  of  its  overhead.  As 
such,  the  committee  recommendation  would  make  a  20  percent  re¬ 
duction  to  JIEDDO’s  staff  and  infrastructure  LOO.  Many  of 
JIEDDO’s  headquarters  activities  duplicate  identical  or  similar 
processes  that  already  exist  within  the  various  military  depart¬ 
ments  or  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  As  such,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Director  of  JIEDDO  to  identify  elements  of  those 
organizations  to  assume  these  tasks. 

Afghanistan  Infrastructure  Fund 

The  budget  request  included  $62.8  billion  in  Operation  and 
Maintenance  (OM),  Overseas  Contingency  Operations  (OCO),  of 
which  $279.0  million  was  for  the  Afghanistan  Infrastructure  Fund 
(AIF)  in  fiscal  year  2014  to  support  a  program  to  develop  and  con¬ 
struct  large-scale  infrastructure  projects  that  support  the  counter¬ 
insurgency  campaign  in  Afghanistan.  The  committee’s  concerns 
about  the  need  to  transition  responsibility  for  large-scale  infra¬ 
structure  project  management  from  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
the  Government  of  Afghanistan  or  an  Afghan  Government-owned 
utility  company  are  discussed  in  another  title  of  this  Act.  In  this 
regard,  the  committee  understands  that  the  Afghan  power  utility 
company,  Da  Afghanistan  Breshna  Sherkat  (DABS),  has  begun 
planning  to  assume  responsibility  for  the  operation  of  the  diesel 
generators  supplying  electricity  to  the  Kandahar  City  area.  The 
committee  expects  DABS  to  assume  a  portion  of  the  costs  of  oper¬ 
ating  the  Kandahar  diesel  generators  in  fiscal  year  2014  and  to  as¬ 
sume  the  full  costs  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  generators 
in  fiscal  years  2015  and  beyond. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends  a  decrease  of  $29.0  mil¬ 
lion  for  OM,  OCO,  for  AIF,  to  a  level  of  $250.0  million. 
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Item  of  Special  Interest 
Counter  improvised  explosive  device  training 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Directive  2000. 19E  estab¬ 
lishing  the  Joint  Improvised  Explosive  Device  Defeat  Organization 
(JIEDDO)  requires  the  Director  of  JIEDDO  to  “[djevelop  and  man¬ 
age,  within  the  military  service  combat  training  centers,  a  distrib¬ 
uted  Joint  Center  of  Excellence  (CoE)  for  the  development  of  new 
operational  techniques  and  tactical  procedures,  and  provide  a 
venue  for  training,  experimentation,  and  testing  of  new  equipment 
and  concepts.”  As  the  committee  awaits  the  reports  required  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  1535  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239),  the  committee  directs  the 
Secretary  to  undertake  as  part  of  that  assessment  a  review  of  DOD 
Directive  2000. 19E  to  ensure  that  the  synchronizing  function 
across  the  military  departments  and  defense  agencies  is  preserved 
so  that  lessons-learned  from  the  wars  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  are 
not  lost  and  that  the  investments  made  by  DOD  over  the  past  dec¬ 
ade,  where  appropriate,  are  preserved  and  maintained. 


DIVISION  B— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Summary  and  explanation  of  funding  tables 

Division  B  of  this  Act  authorizes  funding  for  military  construc¬ 
tion  projects  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD).  It  includes  fund¬ 
ing  authorizations  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  military 
family  housing  as  well  as  military  construction  for  the  reserve  com¬ 
ponents,  the  defense  agencies,  and  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Orga¬ 
nization  Security  Investment  Program.  It  also  provides  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  base  closure  accounts  that  fund  military  construction, 
environmental  cleanup,  and  other  activities  required  to  implement 
the  decisions  in  base  closure  rounds. 

The  tables  contained  in  this  Act  provide  the  project-level  author¬ 
izations  for  the  military  construction  funding  authorized  in  Divi¬ 
sion  B  of  this  Act  and  summarize  that  funding  by  account.  Funding 
for  base  closure  projects  is  summarized  in  title  XXVII  of  this  report 
and  is  explained  in  additional  detail  in  the  table  included  in  title 
XL VI  of  this  report. 

The  fiscal  year  2014  budget  requested  $11.01  billion  for  military 
construction  and  housing  programs.  Of  this  amount,  $8.65  billion 
was  requested  for  military  construction,  $1.54  billion  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  family  housing,  and  $451.4  million  for 
base  closure  activities. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  appropriations  for 
military  construction,  housing  programs,  and  base  closure  activities 
totaling  $9.67  billion.  The  total  amount  authorized  for  appropria¬ 
tions  reflects  the  committee’s  continuing  commitment  to  invest  in 
the  recapitalization  of  DOD  facilities  and  infrastructure. 

Short  title  (sec.  2001) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  designate  di¬ 
vision  B  of  this  Act  as  the  “Military  Construction  Authorization  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  2014”. 

Expiration  of  authorizations  and  amounts  required  to  be 
specified  by  law  (sec.  2002) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish  the 
expiration  date  for  authorizations  in  this  Act  for  military  construc¬ 
tion  projects,  land  acquisition,  family  housing  projects,  and  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  infrastructure 
program  as  of  October  1,  2016,  or  the  date  of  enactment  of  an  act 
authorizing  funds  for  military  construction  for  fiscal  year  2017, 
whichever  is  later. 
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TITLE  XXI—  ARMY  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Summary 

The  budget  request  included  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$1.1  billion  for  military  construction  and  $556.9  million  for  family 
housing  for  the  Army  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$1.1  billion  for  military  construction  and  $540.3  million  for  family 
housing  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  committee  understands  the  Department  of  Defense  is  cur¬ 
rently  conducting  a  European  Infrastructure  Consolidation  Review 
designed  to  identify  opportunities  to  close  facilities  and  consolidate 
forces  in  locations  better  matched  to  mission  requirements.  The 
budget  requests  $16.6  million  for  construction  of  29  new  family 
housing  units  at  Camp  Vilseck,  Germany.  The  committee  believes 
authorization  of  this  project  would  presume  the  outcome  of  the  De¬ 
partment’s  European  Infrastructure  Consolidation  Review  and, 
therefore,  recommends  no  funding  for  this  project. 

Authorized  Army  construction  and  land  acquisition  projects 
(sec.  2101) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  active  component  of  the  Army 
for  fiscal  year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  an  in- 
stallation-by-installation  basis. 

Family  housing  (sec.  2102) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
new  construction,  planning,  and  design  of  family  housing  units  for 
the  Army  for  fiscal  year  2014.  This  provision  would  also  authorize 
funds  for  facilities  that  support  family  housing,  including  housing 
management  offices,  housing  maintenance,  and  storage  facilities. 

Authorization  of  appropriations,  Army  (sec.  2103) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  active  component  military  construction  and 
family  housing  projects  of  the  Army  authorized  for  construction  for 
fiscal  year  2014  in  this  Act.  This  provision  would  also  provide  an 
overall  limit  on  the  amount  authorized  for  military  construction 
and  family  housing  projects  for  the  active-duty  component  of  the 
Army.  The  state  list  contained  in  this  report  is  the  binding  list  of 
the  specific  projects  authorized  at  each  location. 

Modification  of  authority  to  carry  out  certain  fiscal  year 
2011  project  (sec.  2104) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  2101(a)  of  the  Military  Construc- 
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tion  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  111-383;  124  Stat.  4437)  for  construction  of  a  Regional  Logis¬ 
tic  Support  Complex  at  Fort  Lewis,  Washington. 

Modification  of  authority  to  carry  out  certain  fiscal  year 
2010  project  (sec.  2105) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  2101(b)  of  the  Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2010  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  111-84;  123  Stat.  2629)  for  construction  of  APS  Warehouses 
at  Camp  Arifjan,  Kuwait. 

Modification  of  authority  to  carry  out  certain  fiscal  year 
2004  project  (sec.  2106) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  2101(a)  of  the  Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2004  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  108-136;  117  Stat.  1697)  for  construction  of  an  Explosives  Re¬ 
search  and  Development  Loading  Facility  at  Picatinny  Arsenal, 
New  Jersey. 

Extension  of  authorizations  of  certain  fiscal  year  2011 
projects  (sec.  2107) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2011  authorization  for  four  projects  until  October  1, 
2014,  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for 
military  construction  for  fiscal  year  2015,  whichever  is  later. 

Extension  of  authorizations  of  certain  fiscal  year  2010 
projects  (sec.  2108) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2010  authorization  for  three  projects  until  October  1, 
2014,  or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for 
military  construction  for  fiscal  year  2015,  whichever  is  later. 

Limitation  on  construction  of  cadet  barracks  at  United 
States  Military  Academy,  New  York  (sec.  2109) 

The  budget  request  includes  $42.0  million  to  fund  the  second  in¬ 
crement  of  the  cadet  barracks  at  the  U.S.  Military  Academy 
(USMA),  New  York.  The  committee  remains  concerned  about  the 
condition  of  the  existing  barracks  at  the  USMA  and  believes  that 
renovation  of  those  barracks  should  be  a  high  priority  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would 
prohibit  the  obligation  or  expenditure  of  funds  for  the  second  incre¬ 
ment  of  USMA  barracks  construction,  as  requested,  until  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  certifies  to  the  congressional  defense  commit¬ 
tees  that  the  Secretary  has  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  renova¬ 
tion  of  Mac  Arthur  Short  Barracks  at  the  USMA,  consistent  with 
the  plan  provided  to  the  congressional  defense  committees  in 
March  2013. 
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Items  of  Special  Interest 
Access  Control  Point  Equipment  Program 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Army  has  requested  $30.3  million 
for  its  Access  Control  Point  Equipment  Program  (ACPEP)  which 
would  be  installed  at  five  Army  installations.  The  committee  fur¬ 
ther  notes  that  Recommendation  3.9  of  the  Fort  Hood  commission 
report  states  that  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  needs  to  im¬ 
prove  its  ability  to  screen  contractors  coming  onto  military  installa¬ 
tions.  Specifically,  the  report  recommended  that  DOD  “accelerate 
efforts  to  automate  access  control  that  will  authenticate  various 
identification  media  against  authoritative  databases”  and  “obtain 
sufficient  access  to  appropriate  threat  databases  and  disseminate 
information  to  local  commanders  to  enable  screening  at  continental 
United  States  and  overseas  installation  access  control  points.” 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Navy  has  used  U.S.  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  (GSA)  and  DOD  approved  solutions  to  imple¬ 
ment  its  access  control  requirements  to  military  installations  that 
provide  electronic  verification  for  enhanced  security  for  contractors 
requiring  access  to  military  installations  by  sharing  the  cost  of  im¬ 
plementation  with  the  contractors.  The  committee  notes  that  the 
Army  may  save  resources  by  adopting  existing  GSA-approved  solu¬ 
tions  for  base  access  control. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to 
review  existing  GSA-approved  access  control  programs  in  use  at 
DOD  installations  and  report  to  the  committee  with  a  cost -benefit 
analysis  of  using  current  installation  force  protection  practices 
versus  further  deployment  of  the  ACPEP. 

Comptroller  General  review  of  litigation  costs  incurred  by 
the  Military  Housing  Privatization  Initiative 

The  committee  notes  that  over  the  past  12  years,  the  Department 
of  the  Army  has  entered  into  a  series  of  transactions  with  various 
partners  to  construct,  renovate,  maintain,  and  operate  most  of  the 
Army’s  military  family  housing  unit  inventory  in  the  United  States. 

While  this  military  family  housing  privatization  initiative 
(MHPI)  has  resulted  in  successful  partnerships  between  the  Army 
and  the  private  sector  to  significantly  improve  the  quality  of  hous¬ 
ing  offered  to  military  members  and  their  families  over  a  relatively 
short  period  of  time,  the  long-term  success  of  this  program  depends 
on  maintaining  the  quality  of  those  homes  in  order  to  continue  to 
attract  and  retain  military  occupants.  The  Army  and  their  partners 
jointly  manage  a  series  of  operations  and  investment  accounts  to 
fund  maintenance,  repairs,  and  the  recapitalization  of  housing 
units  for  this  purpose. 

Section  2803  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  was  intended  to  strengthen  the 
oversight  of  MHPI  by  implementing  a  series  of  financial  integrity 
and  accountability  measures.  The  provision  also  required  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  submit  expanded  reports  to  Congress  on  ex¬ 
penditures  and  receipts  related  to  MHPI. 

It  is  the  committee’s  expectation  that  funds  generated  from  the 
original  transactions  are  being  appropriately  reinvested  in  activi¬ 
ties  that  directly  benefit  military  members  and  their  families  living 
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in  the  privatized  housing.  The  committee  notes  that  the  provision 
described  above  was  also  written  to  provide  a  greater  degree  of 
transparency  on  those  withdrawals  and  expenditures  that  do  not 
have  a  direct  benefit  to  military  families.  The  committee  believes 
that  the  use  of  funds  to  pay  for  internal  litigation  costs  associated 
with  lawsuits  between  private  entities  involved  with  MHPI  should 
be  among  those  withdrawals  and  expenditures  reported  to  Con¬ 
gress. 

In  addition,  the  committee  directs  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States,  not  later  than  October  30,  2013,  to  carry  out  a  com¬ 
plete  review  of  the  costs  incurred  to  the  various  Army  MHPI  ac¬ 
counts  as  a  result  of  unique  litigation  activities.  The  review  should 
include,  at  a  minimum,  the  following: 

(1)  a  description  of  actions  taken  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  to  minimize  the  use  of  MHPI  funds  for  unique  litigation; 

(2)  a  description  of  documentation  provided  to  the  Army  by 
its  partners  to  justify  legal  expenses; 

(3)  a  review  of  the  internal  Army  and  partner  processes  used 
to  approve  major  withdrawals  and  expenses  for  litigation; 

(4)  an  assessment  of  the  applicable  Army  guidance  or  trans¬ 
actional  documentation  governing  potential  withdrawals  or  ex¬ 
penditures  for  litigation  expenses; 

(5)  an  assessment  of  the  impact  of  litigation  expenses  associ¬ 
ated  with  specific  projects  on  the  availability  of  funding  for 
purposes  directly  beneficial  to  such  projects; 

(6)  an  estimate  of  the  total  costs  to  Army  MHPI  projects  that 
have  been  incurred  to  date  and  the  extent  to  which  the  Army 
has  estimated  any  future  litigation  expenses; 

(7)  a  review  of  plans  to  replenish  MHPI  asset  management 
accounts  impacted  by  withdrawals  and  expenses  for  litigation; 
and 

(8)  any  other  subject  matter  that  the  Comptroller  General 
may  deem  appropriate  on  this  subject. 


TITLE  XXII— NAVY  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Summary 

The  budget  request  included  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$1.7  billion  for  military  construction  and  $463.2  million  for  family 
housing  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$1.61  billion  for  military  construction  and  $463.2  million  for  family 
housing  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  budget  requested  $85.7  million  for  an  Aircraft  Maintenance 
Hangar  at  the  North  Ramp  of  Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam.  Be¬ 
cause  of  continuing  concerns  with  the  realignment  of  United  States 
Marines  from  Okinawa  to  Guam,  addressed  later  in  a  rec¬ 
ommended  provision  in  this  title,  the  committee  recommends  no 
funding  for  this  project. 

Authorized  Navy  construction  and  land  acquisition  projects 
(sec.  2201) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
Navy  and  Marine  Corps  military  construction  projects  for  fiscal 
year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  an  installation-by¬ 
installation  basis. 

Family  housing  (sec.  2202) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
new  construction,  planning,  and  design  of  family  housing  units  for 
the  Navy  for  fiscal  year  2014.  This  provision  would  also  authorize 
funds  for  facilities  that  support  family  housing,  including  housing 
management  offices,  housing  maintenance,  and  storage  facilities. 

Improvements  to  military  family  housing  units  (sec.  2203) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
funding  for  fiscal  year  2014  to  improve  existing  Navy  family  hous¬ 
ing  units. 

Authorization  of  appropriations,  Navy  (sec.  2204) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  active  component  military  construction  and 
family  housing  projects  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  authorized 
for  construction  for  fiscal  year  2014  in  this  Act.  This  provision 
would  also  provide  an  overall  limit  on  the  amount  authorized  for 
military  construction  and  family  housing  projects  for  the  active- 
duty  components  of  the  Navy  and  the  Marine  Corps.  The  state  list 
contained  in  this  report  is  the  binding  list  of  the  specific  projects 
authorized  at  each  location. 
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Modification  of  authority  to  carry  out  certain  fiscal  year 
2012  project  (sec.  2205) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  2201(a)  of  the  Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2012  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  112-81;  125  Stat.  1666)  for  construction  of  Explosives  Han¬ 
dling  Wharf  No.  2  at  Kitsap,  Washington. 

Modification  of  authority  to  carry  out  certain  fiscal  year 
2011  project  (sec.  2206) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  2201(b)  of  the  Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2011  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  111-383;  124  Stat.  4441),  for  construction  of  Navy  Central 
Command  ammunition  magazines  in  Bahrain. 

One-year  extension  of  authorizations  of  certain  fiscal  year 
2011  project  (sec.  2207) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2011  authorization  for  one  project  until  October  1,  2014, 
or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  for  fiscal  year  2015,  whichever  is  later. 

Two-year  extension  of  authorizations  of  certain  fiscal  year 
2011  project  (sec.  2208) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2011  authorization  for  one  project  until  October  1,  2015, 
or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  for  fiscal  year  2016,  whichever  is  later. 

Item  of  Special  Interest 
Townsend  Bombing  Range  land  acquisition 

The  committee  notes  that  the  budget  request  includes  $61.7  mil¬ 
lion  to  acquire  real  estate  interests  as  the  first  phase  of  an  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  Townsend  Bombing  Range  in  Georgia  in  order  to  sup¬ 
port  the  training  of  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  aviators  in  air-to- 
ground  employment  of  precision  guided  munitions.  Considering  the 
fact  that  the  first  phase  of  the  expansion  will  require  the  purchase 
of  approximately  20,000  acres,  the  committee  commends  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Navy  for  its  efforts  to  engage  community  rep¬ 
resentatives  from  Long  County,  Georgia  and  McIntosh  County, 
Georgia  and  supports  efforts  for  a  mutually  acceptable  agreement 
regarding  use  of  the  real  property  to  be  acquired  for  the  expansion 
of  the  Townsend  Bombing  Range  that  protects  and  supports  the 
mission  of  the  range. 


TITLE  XXIII— AIR  FORCE  MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 


Summary 

The  budget  request  included  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$1.2  billion  for  military  construction  and  $464.9  million  for  family 
housing  for  the  Air  Force  in  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$964.2  million  for  military  construction  and  $464.9  million  for  fam¬ 
ily  housing  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  budget  requested  $132.6  million  for  a  hardened  tanker  air¬ 
craft  maintenance  hangar  and  $20.0  million  for  the  construction  of 
hardened  structures  around  existing  and  new  fuel  systems  build¬ 
ings  at  Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam.  The  committee  believes 
that  the  authorization  of  these  projects  would  presume  the  outcome 
of  U.S.  Pacific  Command’s  completion  of  a  comprehensive  oper¬ 
ational  resiliency  study  and,  therefore,  recommends  no  funding  for 
these  projects. 

The  committee  understands  the  Department  of  Defense  is  cur¬ 
rently  conducting  a  European  Infrastructure  Consolidation  Review 
designed  to  identify  opportunities  to  close  facilities  and  consolidate 
forces  in  locations  better  matched  to  mission  requirements.  The 
budget  requested  $22.0  million  for  Guardian  Angel  Operations  Fa¬ 
cilities  at  Royal  Air  Force  Station  Lakenheath,  United  Kingdom, 
and  $12.0  million  for  a  Main  Gate  Complex  at  Royal  Air  Force  Sta¬ 
tion  Croughton,  United  Kingdom.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
authorization  of  these  projects  would  presume  the  outcome  of  the 
Department’s  European  Infrastructure  Consolidation  Review  and, 
therefore,  recommends  no  funding  for  these  projects. 

The  budget  requested  $192.7  million  for  KC-46A  Main  Operating 
Base  (MOB)  #1  facilities  and  $63.0  million  for  KC-46A  Formal 
Training  Unit  (FTU)  facilities  at  unspecified  locations.  On  May  22, 
2013,  the  Air  Force  announced  McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas, 
as  its  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A  MOB  #1  and  Altus  Air 
Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  as  its  preferred  alternative  for  the  KC-46A 
FTU.  Concurrent  with  this  announcement,  the  Air  Force  also  re¬ 
quested  an  amendment  to  its  budget  request  specifying  location- 
specific  requirements  for  KC-46A  bed  down,  including  $219.1  mil¬ 
lion  for  eight  military  construction  projects  at  McConnell  Air  Force 
Base  and  $30.9  million  for  five  military  construction  projects  at 
Altus  Air  Force  Base.  The  committee  recommends  these  amounts. 

Authorized  Air  Force  construction  and  land  acquisition 
projects  (sec.  2301) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  Air 
Force  military  construction  projects  for  fiscal  year  2014.  The  au¬ 
thorized  amounts  are  listed  on  an  installation-by-installation  basis. 
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Family  housing  (sec.  2302) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
new  construction  and  planning  and  design  of  family  housing  units 
for  the  Air  Force  for  fiscal  year  2014.  This  provision  would  also  au¬ 
thorize  funds  for  facilities  that  support  family  housing,  including 
housing  management  offices,  housing  maintenance,  and  storage  fa¬ 
cilities. 

Improvements  to  military  family  housing  units  (sec.  2303) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
funding  for  fiscal  year  2014  to  improve  existing  Air  Force  family 
housing  units. 

Authorization  of  appropriations,  Air  Force  (sec.  2304) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  active  component  military  construction  and 
family  housing  projects  of  the  Air  Force  authorized  for  construction 
for  fiscal  year  2014  in  this  Act.  This  provision  would  also  provide 
an  overall  limit  on  the  amount  authorized  for  military  construction 
and  family  housing  projects  for  the  active-duty  component  of  the 
Air  Force.  The  state  list  contained  in  this  report  is  the  binding  list 
of  the  specific  projects  authorized  at  each  location. 

Extension  of  authorizations  of  certain  fiscal  year  2011 
project  (sec.  2305) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2011  authorization  for  one  project  until  October  1,  2014, 
or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  for  fiscal  year  2015,  whichever  is  later. 


TITLE  XXIV— DEFENSE  AGENCIES  MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 


Summary 

The  budget  request  included  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$4.0  billion  for  military  construction  for  the  defense  agencies, 
$150.0  million  for  energy  conservation  projects,  $122.5  million  for 
chemical  demilitarization  construction,  and  $55.8  million  for  family 
housing  for  the  defense  agencies  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  appropriations  of 
$2.9  billion  for  military  construction,  $150.0  million  for  energy  con¬ 
servation  projects,  $122.5  million  for  chemical  demilitarization  con¬ 
struction,  and  $55.8  million  for  family  housing  for  the  defense 
agencies  for  fiscal  year  2014. 

The  committee  understands  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  is 
currently  conducting  a  European  Infrastructure  Consolidation  Re¬ 
view  designed  to  identify  opportunities  to  close  facilities  and  con¬ 
solidate  forces  in  locations  better  matched  to  mission  requirements. 
The  budget  requested  $17.7  million  to  replace  fuel  storage  systems, 
$11.6  million  for  a  squadron  operations  facility,  $24.4  million  for  a 
hangar,  $24.0  million  for  airfield  improvements,  and  $6.8  million 
for  storage  facilities  at  Royal  Air  Force  Station  Mildenhall,  United 
Kingdom.  The  budget  also  requested:  $49.9  million  for  an  elemen¬ 
tary  school  at  Kaiserslautern  Military  Community,  Germany;  $98.8 
million  for  a  high  school  at  Ramstein  Air  Base,  Germany;  $58.9 
million  for  an  elementary  school  and  $50.7  million  for  a  middle 
school  at  Wiesbaden,  Germany;  and  $69.6  million  for  a  high  school 
at  Royal  Air  Force  Station  Lakenheath.  The  committee  believes 
that  the  authorization  of  these  projects  would  presume  the  outcome 
of  the  Department’s  European  Infrastructure  Consolidation  Review 
and,  therefore,  recommends  no  funding  for  these  projects. 

The  budget  requested  $431.0  million  for  the  third  increment  of 
the  High  Performance  Computing  Center  at  Fort  Meade,  Maryland. 
The  committee  understands  DOD  would  be  unable  to  obligate  and 
expend  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  request  and,  therefore,  rec¬ 
ommends  a  $50.0  million  reduction. 

The  budget  requested  $265.0  million  for  an  Ambulatory  Health 
Center  at  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky.  The  committee  understands  DOD 
would  be  unable  to  obligate  and  expend  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  request  and,  therefore,  recommends  a  $190.0  million  reduc¬ 
tion. 

The  budget  requested  $210.0  million  for  replacement  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Command  Laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground, 
Maryland.  The  committee  understands  DOD  would  be  unable  to  ob¬ 
ligate  and  expend  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  request  and,  there¬ 
fore,  recommends  a  $135.0  million  reduction. 
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The  budget  requested  $76.2  million  for  the  second  increment  of 
the  Ambulatory  Care  Center  at  Joint  Base  Andrews,  Maryland. 
The  committee  understands  DOD  would  be  unable  to  obligate  and 
expend  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  request  and,  therefore,  rec¬ 
ommends  a  $38.1  million  reduction. 

The  budget  requested  $251.2  million  for  the  fifth  increment  of 
the  Hospital  Replacement  at  Fort  Bliss,  Texas.  The  committee  un¬ 
derstands  DOD  would  be  unable  to  obligate  and  expend  the  full 
amount  of  the  budget  request  and,  therefore,  recommends  a  $152.1 
million  reduction. 

The  budget  requested  $151.5  million  for  the  third  increment  of 
the  Medical  Center  Replacement  at  Rhine  Ordnance  Barracks,  Ger¬ 
many.  The  committee  understands  DOD  would  be  unable  to  obli¬ 
gate  and  expend  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  request  and,  there¬ 
fore,  recommends  a  $75.0  million  reduction. 

The  budget  requested  $1.8  million  for  a  Tour  Bus  Drop  Off  at  the 
Pentagon  Reservation,  Virginia.  The  committee  believes  this  project 
is  unjustified  given  the  current  fiscal  pressures  facing  DOD  and 
does  little  to  improve  the  safety  of  visitors  to  the  Pentagon  and, 
therefore,  recommends  no  funding  for  this  project. 

Subtitle  A — Defense  Agency  Authorizations 

Authorized  Defense  Agencies  construction  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  projects  (sec.  2401) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  defense  agencies  for  fiscal 
year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  an  installation-by¬ 
installation  basis. 

Authorized  energy  conservation  projects  (sec.  2402) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  carry  out  energy  conservation  projects. 

Authorization  of  appropriations,  Defense  Agencies  (sec. 
2403 ) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  military  construction  and  family  housing 
projects  of  the  defense  agencies  authorized  for  construction  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014  in  this  Act.  This  provision  would  also  provide  an 
overall  limit  on  the  amount  authorized  for  military  construction 
and  family  housing  projects  for  the  defense  agencies.  The  state  list 
contained  in  this  report  is  the  binding  list  of  the  specific  projects 
authorized  at  each  location. 

Subtitle  B — Chemical  Demilitarization  Authorizations 

Authorization  of  appropriations,  chemical  demilitarization 
construction,  Defense-wide  (sec.  2411) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  chemical  demilitarization  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  an 
installation-by-installation  basis. 


TITLE  XXV— NORTH  ATLANTIC  TREATY  ORGA¬ 
NIZATION  SECURITY  INVESTMENT  PRO¬ 
GRAM 

Summary 

The  Department  of  Defense  requested  authorization  of  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $239.7  million  for  military  construction  in  fiscal  year  2014 
for  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  facilities. 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  of  $239.7  million  for  military 
construction  for  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  facilities. 

Authorized  NATO  construction  and  land  acquisition 
projects  (sec.  2501) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  make  contributions  to  the  North  Atlantic 
Treaty  Organization  Security  Investment  Program  in  an  amount 
equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amount  specifically  authorized  in  section 
2502  of  this  title  and  the  amount  of  recoupment  due  to  the  United 
States  for  construction  previously  financed  by  the  United  States. 

Authorization  of  appropriations,  NATO  (sec.  2502) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  of  $239.7  million  for  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Security  Investment  Program  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014. 
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TITLE  XXVI— GUARD  AND  RESERVE  FORCES 

FACILITIES 


Summary 

The  Department  of  Defense  requested  authorization  of  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $693.3  million  for  military  construction  in  fiscal  year  2014 
for  facilities  for  the  guard  and  reserve  components.  The  committee 
recommends  this  amount.  The  detailed  funding  recommendations 
are  contained  in  the  state  list  table  included  in  this  report. 

Subtitle  A — Project  Authorizations  and  Authorization  of 
Appropriations 

Authorized  Army  National  Guard  construction  and  land  ac¬ 
quisition  projects  (sec.  2601) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  Army  National  Guard  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  a  location-by¬ 
location  basis. 

Authorized  Army  Reserve  construction  and  land  acquisition 
projects  (sec.  2602) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  Army  Reserve  for  fiscal  year 
2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  a  location-by-location 
basis. 

Authorized  Navy  Reserve  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  con¬ 
struction  and  land  acquisition  projects  (sec.  2603) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  Navy  Reserve  and  Marine 
Corps  Reserve  for  fiscal  year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are 
listed  on  a  location-by-location  basis. 

Authorized  Air  National  Guard  construction  and  land  acqui¬ 
sition  projects  (sec.  2604) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  Air  National  Guard  for  fiscal 
year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  a  location-by -loca¬ 
tion  basis. 

Authorized  Air  Force  Reserve  construction  and  land  acqui¬ 
sition  projects  (sec.  2605) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
military  construction  projects  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve  for  fiscal 
year  2014.  The  authorized  amounts  are  listed  on  a  location-by -loca¬ 
tion  basis. 
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Authorization  of  appropriations,  National  Guard  and  Re¬ 
serve  (sec.  2606) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  reserve  component  military  construction 
projects  authorized  for  construction  for  fiscal  year  2014  in  this  Act. 
This  provision  would  also  provide  an  overall  limit  on  the  amount 
authorized  for  military  construction  projects  for  each  of  the  reserve 
components  of  the  military  departments.  The  state  list  contained  in 
this  report  is  the  binding  list  of  the  specific  projects  authorized  at 
each  location. 


Subtitle  B — Other  Matters 

Modification  of  authority  to  carry  out  certain  fiscal  year 
2013  project  (sec.  2611) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  2603  of  the  Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2013  (division  B  of  Public 
Law  112-239;  126  Stat.  2135),  for  construction  of  a  Joint  Reserve 
Center  at  Fort  Des  Moines,  Iowa. 

Extension  of  authorization  of  certain  fiscal  year  2011 

project  (sec.  2612) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2011  authorization  for  one  project  until  October  1,  2014, 
or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  for  fiscal  year  2015,  whichever  is  later. 

Extension  of  authorization  of  certain  fiscal  year  2011 

project  (sec.  2613) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  the 
fiscal  year  2011  authorization  for  one  project  until  October  1,  2014, 
or  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  an  Act  authorizing  funds  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  for  fiscal  year  2015,  whichever  is  later. 


TITLE  XXVII— BASE  REALIGNMENT  AND 
CLOSURE  ACTIVITIES 

Summary  and  explanation  of  tables 

The  budget  request  included  $451.4  million  for  the  ongoing  cost 
of  environmental  remediation  and  other  activities  necessary  to  con¬ 
tinue  implementation  of  the  1988,  1991,  1993,  1995,  and  2005  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  rounds.  The  committee  recommends  this 
amount.  The  detailed  funding  recommendations  are  contained  in 
the  state  list  table  included  in  this  report. 

Authorization  of  appropriations  for  base  realignment  and 
closure  activities  funded  through  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  Base  Closure  Account  (sec.  2701) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  fiscal  year  2014  for  ongoing  activities  that  are  re¬ 
quired  to  implement  the  decisions  of  the  1988,  1991,  1993,  1995, 
and  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  rounds. 

Precondition  for  any  future  base  realignment  and  closure 
round  (sec.  2702) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  establish,  as 
a  precondition  for  the  authorization  of  a  future  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  round,  a  requirement  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  submit  to  Congress  a  formal  review  of  overseas  military  facility 
structure. 

Report  on  2005  base  closure  and  realignment  joint  basing 
initiative  (sec.  2703) 

The  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  round  created 
12  joint  bases  from  26  service  installations  that  were  in  close  prox¬ 
imity  or  shared  a  boundary.  While  the  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  originally  planned  to  save  $2.3  billion  over  20  years  through 
these  consolidations,  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO) 
has  found  that  the  20-year  savings  estimate  has  fallen  by  nearly 
90  percent  to  approximately  $249.0  million.  GAO  has  further  noted 
that:  “it  is  unclear  whether  DOD  has  achieved  any  significant  cost 
savings  to  date,  in  part  due  to  its  adoption  of  more  costly  common 
support  standards,  higher  projected  administrative  costs,  and 
weaknesses  in  its  approach  to  tracking  costs  and  estimated  sav¬ 
ings.”  However,  GAO  has  suggested  that  DOD  may  still  be  able  to 
achieve  significant  savings  through  the  adoption  of  “a  more  rig¬ 
orous  and  comprehensive  department-wide  approach  to  managing 
this  initiative.” 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Installations  and  Environ¬ 
ment  to  submit  a  report  to  the  congressional  defense  committees, 
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not  later  than  180  days  after  enactment  of  this  Act,  on  the  2005 
BRAC  joint  basing  initiative.  At  a  minimum,  the  report  should  in¬ 
clude:  (1)  an  analysis  and  explanation  of  the  costs  necessary  to  im¬ 
plement  the  joint  basing  initiative;  (2)  an  analysis  and  explanation 
of  any  savings  achieved  to  date  and  planned  in  future  years,  in¬ 
cluding  quantifiable  goals  and  a  timeline  for  meeting  such  goals; 
(3)  a  description  of  implementation  challenges  and  other  lessons 
learned;  (4)  an  assessment  of  any  additional  savings  that  could  be 
achieved  through  more  rigorous  management  and  streamlined  ad¬ 
ministration  of  joint  bases;  and  (5)  any  other  matters  the  Under 
Secretary  considers  appropriate. 


TITLE  XXVIII— MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 
GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Subtitle  A — Military  Construction  Program  and  Military 
Family  Housing  Changes 

Modification  of  authorities  to  fund  military  construction 
through  payments-in-kind  and  to  use  residual  value  pay- 
ments-in-kind  (sec.  2801) 

The  committee  released  a  report  on  April  15,  2013,  titled  “In¬ 
quiry  into  U.S.  Costs  and  Allied  Contributions  to  Support  the  U.S. 
Military  Presence  Overseas.”  Among  other  things,  the  committee’s 
inquiry  found  that  in-kind  payments  from  partner  nations  to  sup¬ 
port  the  overseas  presence  of  U.S.  military  forces  in  Germany, 
South  Korea,  and  Japan,  have  been  used  to  fund  questionable  mili¬ 
tary  construction  projects.  Given  the  current  fiscal  challenges  fac¬ 
ing  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD),  it  is  critical  that  in-kind 
payments  be  utilized  for  identified  U.S.  priorities  to  offset  costs 
that  DOD  would  otherwise  pay  with  appropriated  funds. 

Therefore,  the  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  re¬ 
quire  that  all  future  military  construction  projects  funded  using  in- 
kind  payments  pursuant  to  bilateral  agreements  with  partner  na¬ 
tions  be  submitted  for  congressional  authorization  in  the  Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act.  This  provision  would  exclude 
projects  funded  using  in-kind  payments  under  the  Facility  Im¬ 
provement  Program  in  Japan,  since  it  is  a  voluntary  program,  not 
a  program  conducted  pursuant  to  a  bilateral  agreement.  The  provi¬ 
sion  would  also  exclude  from  the  requirement  for  congressional  au¬ 
thorization  particular  military  construction  projects  identified  in  bi¬ 
lateral  agreements  entered  into  before  the  date  of  enactment.  How¬ 
ever,  that  exclusion  would  not  extend  to  general  references  to  re¬ 
placement  facilities  such  as  those  contained  in  the  U.S. -Korea  Land 
Partnership  Plan. 

Furthermore,  the  committee  strongly  encourages  DOD,  when 
using  any  future  in-kind  payments  from  partner  nations,  to  first 
consider  and  prioritize  operational  expenses  and  facilities  restora¬ 
tion,  sustainment,  and  modernization  improvements  ahead  of  mili¬ 
tary  construction.  The  recommended  provision  would  also  require 
that  DOD  include  operational  expenses  funded  through  residual 
value  payments  in-kind  in  the  budget  justification  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  in  connection  with  the  annual  budget  request. 
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Extension  and  modification  of  temporary,  limited  authority 
to  use  operation  and  maintenance  funds  for  construc¬ 
tion  projects  in  certain  areas  outside  the  United  States 
(sec.  2802) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  reauthorize 
contingency  construction  authority  in  certain  areas  outside  the 
United  States  for  an  additional  year  and  revise  the  list  of  countries 
in  which  such  authority  may  be  used  in  the  United  States  Africa 
Command  (AFRICOM)  area  of  responsibility  (AOR).  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  determines  that  expansion  of  this  authority  to  ad¬ 
ditional  countries  in  the  AFRICOM  AOR  is  necessary,  the  com¬ 
mittee  asks  that  the  Department  submit  a  formal  legislative  pro¬ 
posal  and  justification  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Subtitle  B — Real  Property  and  Facilities  Administration 

Authority  for  acceptance  of  funds  to  cover  administrative 
expenses  associated  with  real  property  leases  and  ease¬ 
ments  (sec.  2811) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  2667  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  allow  for  the  use  of 
proceeds  from  leases  and  easements  to  be  used  to  offset  adminis¬ 
trative  costs  incurred  by  the  military  departments  in  entering  into 
and  managing  such  leases  and  easements. 

Application  of  cash  payments  received  for  utilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  (sec.  2812) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
secretaries  of  the  military  departments,  beginning  in  fiscal  year 
2014,  to  credit  cash  payments  received  as  compensation  for  utilities 
or  services  provided  to  eligible  entities  that  operate  family  or  mili¬ 
tary  unaccompanied  housing  projects  to  the  appropriation  or  work¬ 
ing  capital  account  currently  available  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing 
such  utilities  or  services.  This  provision  was  requested  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  ensure  that  such  reimbursements  remain 
available  in  current  appropriations  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  rather  than  being  credited  to  an  expired  ac¬ 
count,  making  them  unusable. 

Modification  of  authority  to  enter  into  long-term  contracts 
for  receipt  of  utility  services  as  consideration  for  utility 
systems  conveyances  (sec.  2813) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  2688(d)(2)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  by  requiring  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  a  military  department,  prior  to  conveying  a  utility  system 
under  this  section,  to  obtain  an  independent  estimate  of  the  level 
of  investment  that  should  be  required  to  maintain  adequate  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  utility  system  over  the  term  of  the  conveyance. 

Acquisition  of  real  property  at  Naval  Base  Ventura  County, 
California  (sec.  2814) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  acquire  300  units  of  military  family  hous- 
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ing  constructed  under  section  801  of  the  Military  Construction  Act 
of  1984  (Public  Law  98-115)  at  Naval  Base  Ventura  County,  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  committee  understands  this  housing  would  be  acquired 
for  the  purposes  of  converting  it  to  meet  an  enduring  need  for  tran¬ 
sient  and  unaccompanied  housing. 

Subtitle  C — Provisions  Related  to  Asia-Pacific  Military 

Realignment 

Realignment  of  Marine  Corps  forces  in  Asia-Pacific  Region 
(sec.  2821) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  extend  a  pro¬ 
hibition  on  funds  for  construction  activities  to  implement  the  re¬ 
alignment  of  Marine  Corps  forces  from  Okinawa,  Japan,  with  cer¬ 
tain  exceptions. 

Modification  of  reporting  requirements  relating  to  Guam  re¬ 
alignment  (sec.  2822) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  modify  the 
reporting  period  for  the  annual  Guam  realignment  report  from  cal¬ 
endar  year  to  fiscal  year. 

Subtitle  D — Land  Conveyances 

Land  conveyance  Joint  Base  Pearl  Harbor  Hickam,  Hawaii 
(sec.  2831) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  convey  approximately  11  acres  of  Joint 
Base  Pearl  Harbor-Hickam,  Hawaii,  to  the  Hale  Keiki  School  in  re¬ 
turn  for  a  cash  payment,  in-kind  consideration,  or  a  combination 
thereof,  in  an  amount  that  is  not  less  than  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  conveyed  property,  as  determined  pursuant  to  an  appraisal 
acceptable  to  the  Secretary. 

Mt.  Soledad  Veterans  Memorial  transfer  (sec.  2832) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  sell  or  exchange  the  Mt.  Soledad  Veterans 
Memorial  in  San  Diego,  California,  to  an  eligible  entity  on  the  con¬ 
dition  that  it  continues  to  be  maintained  as  a  veterans’  memorial. 

Subtitle  E — Other  Matters 

Redesignation  of  the  Asia-Pacific  Center  for  Security  Stud¬ 
ies  as  the  Daniel  K.  Inouye  Asia-Pacific  Center  for  Secu¬ 
rity  Studies  (sec.  2841) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  name  the 
Asia-Pacific  Center  for  Security  Studies  at  Honolulu,  Hawaii,  as 
the  “Daniel  K.  Inouye  Asia-Pacific  Center  for  Security  Studies”  and 
make  other  conforming  changes. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 

Department  of  Defense  policy  for  sustainable  buildings 

The  committee  supports  the  Department  of  Defense’s  (DOD)  com¬ 
mitment  to  promote  a  policy  for  sensible  and  cost-effective  sustain- 
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able  designs  for  DOD  facilities  to  reduce  life  cycle  costs  and  provide 
for  efficient  and  effective  support  of  military  missions. 

However,  the  committee  is  concerned  that  the  Department’s  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  Unified  Facilities  Code  (UFC)  issued  in  March  2013  re¬ 
garding  High  Performance  and  Sustainable  Building  Requirements 
included  direction  to  DOD  components  to  design  all  new  construc¬ 
tion  and  major  renovation  projects  to  meet  a  specific  third  party 
certification.  The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  UFC  exclusively 
references  a  single  certification  to  the  exclusion  of  other  green 
building  certification  systems. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  Department’s  revised  policy 
should  provide  for  an  equal  consideration  of  other  sustainable 
building  certification  systems  which  provide  design  standards  for 
cost-effective  facilities,  incorporate  life  cycle  assessments,  and  are 
created  through  a  voluntary  consensus  process  or  through  inter¬ 
national  sustainable  building  codes. 

Homeowners  Assistance  Program 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Homeowners  Assistance  Program 
(HAP)  was  created  in  1966  to  provide  monetary  relief  to  eligible 
service  members  and  federal  employee  homeowners  who  suffered  fi¬ 
nancial  loss  on  the  sale  of  their  primary  residences  when  a  base 
closure  or  realignment  announcement  created  a  decline  in  the  resi¬ 
dential  real  estate  market  and  owners  were  not  able  to  sell  their 
homes  under  reasonable  terms  or  conditions.  The  American  Recov¬ 
ery  and  Reinvestment  Act  of  2009  (Public  Law  111-5)  expanded 
the  HAP  to  provide  assistance  to:  (1)  wounded  members  of  the 
Armed  Forces,  surviving  spouses  of  fallen  warriors,  and  wounded 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  civilian  homeowners  reassigned  in 
furtherance  of  medical  treatment  or  rehabilitation  or  due  to  med¬ 
ical  retirement  in  connection  with  their  disability;  (2)  Base  Realign¬ 
ment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  2005  impacted  homeowners  relocating 
during  the  mortgage  crisis;  and  (3)  service  member  homeowners 
given  Permanent  Change  of  Station  (PCS)  orders  by  the  Federal 
Government  during  the  mortgage  crisis. 

The  committee  notes  that  as  of  June  2013,  HAP  benefits  totaling 
$1.6  billion  have  been  paid  to  9,940  applicants.  However,  the  com¬ 
mittee  also  understands  that  payments  were  made  in  error  to  at 
least  240  applicants  totaling  more  than  $4.5  million  in  improperly 
paid  HAP  benefits.  The  DOD,  as  required  by  law,  is  currently  in 
the  process  of  recovering  these  improperly  paid  benefits. 

The  committee  is  concerned  by  the  significant  number  of  docu¬ 
mented  improper  payments  under  HAP  and  questions  the  ade¬ 
quacy  of  the  Department’s  process  to  vet  and  approve  applications 
for  such  benefits.  The  committee  is  also  concerned  about  the  finan¬ 
cial  hardship  for  service  members  who  received  HAP  payments  in 
error  and  were  subsequently  directed  to  repay  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  In  many  cases,  service  members  have  made  significant  deci¬ 
sions  with  regard  to  selling  a  home  based  on  their  receipt  of  HAP 
benefits  only  to  find  out  later  that  such  benefits  were  provided  in 
error  and  must  be  repaid. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Department  has  established  a 
multi-phase  review  process  for  service  members  to  challenge  a  de¬ 
termination  by  the  Department  that  HAP  benefits  were  provided 
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improperly.  The  committee  also  notes  that  the  Department  may,  in 
some  cases,  waive  its  right  to  collect  repayment  if  the  debt  is  a  re¬ 
sult  of  an  erroneous  payment  and  collection  would  be  against  eq¬ 
uity  and  good  conscience  and  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States.  The  committee  expects  the  Department,  when  it  deems  ap¬ 
propriate,  to  exercise  this  waiver. 

Military  Construction  Project  Data  Sheets 

The  committee  notes  that  the  President’s  budget  request  is  ac¬ 
companied  by  Military  Construction  Project  Data  Sheets,  also 
known  as  DD  Form  1391  forms,  containing  the  justification,  scope, 
and  cost  of  each  requested  military  construction  project.  The  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  use  each  DD  Form  1391  as  the  basis 
for  reviewing  the  Department’s  military  construction  requirements, 
proposed  new  construction  to  meet  each  requirement,  and  limits  of 
cost  and  scope  of  the  project.  The  committee  is  aware  that  the  De¬ 
partment  considers  the  authorization  of  the  proposed  military  con¬ 
struction  project  to  be  contract  authority  and  the  DD  Form  1391 
is  used  by  the  contracting  officer  to  define  the  limits  of  that  con¬ 
tract  authority. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Department  of  Defense  prepares 
DD  Form  1391s  with  the  intent  of  establishing  flexibility  within 
each  congressional  authorization  of  a  military  construction  project 
in  order  for  design  agents,  construction  agents,  and  contracting  of¬ 
ficers  to  be  able  to  make  decisions  about  site  adaptations,  final 
scope,  proposed  methods  of  construction,  and  consideration  of 
emerging  requirements  without  the  need  for  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  from  Congress.  While  the  committee  is  aware  of  the  need  for 
some  degree  of  flexibility  in  order  to  make  efficient  use  of  resources 
and  to  respond  to  unforeseen  requirements  that  could  not  feasibly 
be  discovered  during  preparation  of  the  defense  budget  request, 
each  military  construction  project  should  have  a  clearly  defined  pri¬ 
mary  scope  and  costs,  an  identified  and  characterized  site,  a  clear 
estimate  of  the  supporting  utility  and  infrastructure  scope  and 
costs,  and  a  mature  plan  for  other  considerations  such  as  ancillary 
facilities  and  real  property  necessary  to  meet  the  requirement.  To 
ensure  this  degree  of  certainty,  Congress  each  year  authorizes  and 
appropriates  funds  to  carry  out  planning  and  design  activities  with¬ 
out  a  congressional  authorization  for  the  construction  of  a  project. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  the  justification  data  provided 
for  many  projects  in  the  budget  request  and  accompanying  DD 
Form  1391s  does  not  contain  information  that  is  critical  to  its  over¬ 
sight  of  the  scope  and  construction  of  such  projects.  Therefore,  the 
committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  ensure  that  each  DD 
Form  1391  clearly  and  concisely  defines  the  proposed  scope  of  both 
the  primary  and  supporting  facilities  and  infrastructure  that  will 
result  in  a  complete  and  useable  facility  without  the  need  for  a  con¬ 
gressional  authorization  of  additional  construction.  The  Secretary 
shall  also  ensure  that  the  proposed  use  of  each  facility,  as  rep¬ 
resented  by  a  five  or  six  digit  category  code,  is  included  in  each  DD 
Form  1391  and  is  not  allowed  to  be  changed  during  construction 
or  immediately  following  construction.  Each  DD  Form  1391  shall 
also  include  a  proposed  method  of  construction  and  a  specification 
of  the  proposed  design  life  of  the  construction  method  in  order  for 
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Congress  to  be  able  to  assess  the  Department’s  justification  for  the 
investment  in  comparison  to  the  military  requirement.  Each  DD 
Form  1391  shall  also  include  information  regarding  the  need  for  fu¬ 
ture  phases,  related  construction,  land  acquisitions  or  leases,  and 
other  activities  that  will  be  required  to  be  carried  out  as  part  of  the 
military  construction  project. 

The  committee  strongly  believes  that  clear,  complete,  and  concise 
DD  Form  1391s  are  critical  to  both  the  Department  of  Defense’s  ef¬ 
fort  to  manage  resources  effectively  and  the  integrity  of  the  con¬ 
gressional  authorization  of  military  construction  projects. 

Scope  of  work  variations  for  military  construction  projects 

A  February  27,  2012,  report  by  the  Department  of  Defense  In¬ 
spector  General  (DOD  IG),  titled  “Guidance  Needed  to  Prevent 
Military  Construction  Projects  from  Exceeding  the  Approved  Scope 
of  Work,”  found  several  instances  where  military  construction 
projects  in  Afghanistan  significantly  exceeded  the  scope  authorized 
by  Congress.  According  to  the  DOD  IG,  “DOD  [Department  of  De¬ 
fense]  officials  do  not  have  assurance  that  military  construction 
projects  are  built  consistent  with  congressional  intent  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  legislative  requirements.”  The  DOD  IG  rec¬ 
ommended:  (1)  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Installa¬ 
tions  and  Environment  (DUSDG&E))  issue  clarification  guidance  to 
define  the  scope  of  work  outlined  in  section  2853  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  that  may  not  be  exceeded;  and  (2)  the  Commanding 
General  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Director  of 
the  Air  Force  Center  for  Engineering  and  the  Environment  develop 
and  implement  procedures  to  perform  scope  verifications  to  ensure 
compliance  with  the  law.  Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the 
DUSD(I&E),  not  later  than  September  30,  2013,  to  provide  the  con¬ 
gressional  defense  committees  a  report  describing  actions  taken  in 
response  to  the  February  2012  DOD  IG  report. 

Traffic  safety 

The  committee  has  seen  anecdotal  evidence  that  the  frequency 
and  severity  of  traffic  accidents  at  some  military  installations  have 
increased  significantly  in  recent  years.  For  example,  at  Fort  Bragg, 
North  Carolina,  traffic  accidents  have  increased  by  more  than  400 
percent  and  injuries  resulting  from  traffic  accidents  have  increased 
by  more  than  200  percent  since  2005.  The  committee  is  concerned 
that  the  increase  in  traffic  accidents  may  be,  at  least  partly,  attrib¬ 
uted  to  on-base  transportation  infrastructure  projects  not  keeping 
pace  with  base  population  growth. 

Therefore,  the  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  report  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives,  not  later  than  September  30, 
2013,  regarding  traffic  accidents  at  installations  with  25,000  or 
more  permanently  assigned  service  members,  including:  (1)  an 
analysis  of  trends  in  on-base  traffic  accident  data;  (2)  an  assess¬ 
ment  of  whether  transportation  infrastructure  projects  have  kept 
pace  with  growth  in  base  populations  at  such  installations;  (3)  an 
analysis  of  the  factors  contributing  to  traffic  accidents  on  large 
military  installations;  (4)  any  recommendations  for  reducing  the 
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number  of  traffic  accidents  on  large  military  installations;  and  (5) 
any  other  matters  the  Secretary  considers  appropriate. 

U.S.  military  posture  and  resiliency  in  the  Asia-Pacific 

The  committee  remains  interested  in  the  posture  of  U.S.  forces 
in  the  Asia-Pacific  region  and  the  implications  of  the  strategic  re¬ 
balance  announced  as  part  of  the  Defense  Strategic  Guidance  in 
January  2012.  While  this  rebalance  toward  the  Asia-Pacific  encom¬ 
passes  more  than  just  U.S.  military  presence  and  posture,  the  cur¬ 
rent  and  future  U.S.  military  force  posture  in  the  Asia-Pacific  re¬ 
gion  is  a  critical  element  of  the  overall  geo-political  security  strat¬ 
egy  in  Asia. 

The  committee  understands  that  U.S.  Pacific  Command  is  cur¬ 
rently  conducting  a  study  of  resiliency  and  developing  an  associ¬ 
ated  resiliency  plan  as  one  element  of  the  force  posture  and  sup¬ 
porting  infrastructure.  The  committee  is  reluctant  to  support  new 
investments  in  infrastructure  until  it  has  reviewed  the  study  and 
the  plan  and  better  understands  both  the  linkage  between  resil¬ 
iency  and  strategy  and  the  long  term  affordability  and  sustain¬ 
ability  of  the  plan. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  urges  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  results  of  the  U.S.  Pacific  Command’s  study  of  resiliency, 
with  an  explanation  of  how  the  resiliency  plan  supports  the  overall 
theater  strategic  plan,  to  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 


DIVISION  C— DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  NA¬ 
TIONAL  SECURITY  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND 
OTHER  AUTHORIZATIONS 

TITLE  XXXI— DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  PROGRAMS 

Subtitle  A — National  Security  Programs  Authorizations 
Overview 

Title  XXXI  authorizes  appropriations  for  atomic  energy  defense 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  for  fiscal  year  2014, 
including:  the  purchase,  construction,  and  acquisition  of  plant  and 
capital  equipment;  research  and  development;  nuclear  weapons; 
naval  nuclear  propulsion;  environmental  restoration  and  waste 
management;  operating  expenses;  and  other  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Department  of  Energy  Organization 
Act  (Public  Law  95-91).  This  title  authorizes  appropriations  in 
three  categories:  (1)  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration 
(NNSA);  (2)  defense  environmental  cleanup;  and  (3)  other  defense 
activities. 

The  budget  request  for  atomic  energy  defense  activities  at  the 
Department  (rounded  up  to  the  first  significant  decimal  point)  to¬ 
taled  $17.8  billion,  a  3.2  percent  increase  above  the  fiscal  year  2013 
appropriated  level.  Of  the  total  amount  requested: 

(1)  $11.6  billion  is  for  NNSA,  of  which: 

(a)  $7.9  billion  is  for  weapons  activities; 

(b)  $2.1  billion  is  for  defense  nuclear  nonproliferation  ac¬ 
tivities; 

(c)  $1.3  billion  is  for  naval  reactors;  and 

(d)  $397.8  million  is  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator; 

(2)  $5.3  billion  is  for  defense  environmental  cleanup; 

(3)  $749.1  million  is  for  other  defense  activities; 

(4)  $94.0  million  for  Idaho  site-wide  security;  and 

(5)  $16.0  million  for  grid  security  in  the  Office  of  Electricity 
and  Transmission. 

The  committee  recommends  $17.8  billion  for  atomic  energy  de¬ 
fense  activities.  Of  the  amounts  authorized,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends: 

(1)  $11.7  billion  for  NNSA,  of  which: 

(a)  $7.9  billion  is  for  weapons  activities; 

(b)  $2.1  billion  is  for  defense  nuclear  nonproliferation  ac¬ 
tivities; 

(c)  $1.3  billion  is  for  naval  reactors,  the  amount  of  the 
budget  request;  and 

(d)  $397.8  million  is  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator, 
the  amount  of  the  budget  request; 
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(2)  $5.3  billion  is  for  defense  environmental  cleanup  activi¬ 
ties  (based  on  not  reauthorizing  the  Uranium  Enrichment  De¬ 
contamination  and  Decommissioning  fund); 

(3)  $749.1  million  is  for  other  defense  activities,  the  amount 
of  the  budget  request; 

(4)  $95.0  million  is  for  Idaho  site-wide  security;  and 

(5)  $0  is  provided  for  grid  reliability  as  this  is  a  homeland 
security  function. 

National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  (sec.  3101) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  a 
total  of  $11.7  billion  for  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  in  fiscal 
year  2014  for  the  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration 
(NNSA)  to  carry  out  programs  necessary  to  national  security. 

Weapons  activities 

The  committee  recommends  $7.9  billion  for  weapons  activities, 
the  amount  of  the  budget  request. 

The  committee  recommends  funding  for  these  programs  as  fol¬ 
lows:  $2.4  billion  for  directed  stockpile  work;  $1.7  billion  for  cam¬ 
paigns;  $1.7  billion  for  site  stewardship;  $744.5  million  for  nuclear 
operations;  $219.2  million  for  the  secure  transportation  assets,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  request;  $256.0  million  for  nuclear  counter¬ 
terrorism  incident  response,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request;  and 
$827.4  million  for  defense  nuclear  security  and  the  Chief  Informa¬ 
tion  Officer. 

The  committee  notes  that  notwithstanding  the  congressional  sup¬ 
port  for  further  modernization  of  the  nuclear  weapons  complex  in¬ 
frastructure  and  the  life  extension  programs,  the  committee  urges 
the  NNSA  to  find  efficiencies  where  and  whenever  possible.  The 
ability  to  sustain  these  increases  during  a  time  of  decreasing  fed¬ 
eral  and  defense  budgets  will  be  increasingly  difficult  as  time  goes 
on.  Good  stewardship  of  the  funding,  as  well  as  the  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons  and  the  nuclear  weapons  complex,  is  critical  to  the  long-term 
support  for  and  sustainment  of  the  projected  increases. 

Directed  stockpile  work 

The  committee  recommends  $2.4  billion  for  directed  stockpile 
work.  The  directed  stockpile  account  supports  work  directly  related 
to  weapons  in  the  stockpile,  including  day-to-day  maintenance  as 
well  as  research,  development,  engineering,  and  certification  activi¬ 
ties  to  support  planned  life  extension  programs.  This  account  also 
includes  fabrication  and  assembly  of  weapons  components,  feasi¬ 
bility  studies,  weapons  dismantlement  and  disposal,  training,  and 
support  equipment. 

The  committee  understands  that  for  fiscal  year  2014,  the  W-76 
program  has  been  corrected  to  meet  the  Navy’s  need  by  2019  and 
has  a  proposed  budget  of  $235.4  million.  The  B-61  is  undergoing 
a  life  extension  (Mod  12)  that  will  make  one  variant  reducing  the 
number  overall  needed  for  the  air  leg  of  the  triad. 

The  funding  for  B-61  life  extension  program  is  proposed  at 
$537.0  million.  The  committee  understands  the  importance  of  the 
Mod  12  life  extension  but  is  concerned  about  meeting  the  2019 
deadline  for  the  version  deployed  by  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Or- 
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ganization  allies  and  needs  to  know  what  backup  plan,  if  any,  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  the  Department  of  Energy  have  to  pro¬ 
vide  temporary  lifetime  extension  of  the  existing  weapons  if  the 
Mod  12  schedule  slips,  as  it  most  likely  will. 

The  committee  remains  concerned  about  overall  workflow  coordi¬ 
nation  between  the  design  laboratories  and  the  production  facili¬ 
ties,  Pantex,  Y-12,  and  Kansas  City.  There  could  be  up  to  five  life 
extension  programs  underway;  the  B-61,  the  long-range  stand  off 
weapon,  the  W-88  fuse  program,  an  interoperable  warhead  to  re¬ 
place  the  W-88  and  W-87  systems,  and  the  ongoing  W-76  pro¬ 
gram.  Concurrency,  funding  delays,  or  program  slips  in  any  one  of 
these  programs  can  impact  the  others  given  they  all  use  the  three 
production  facilities.  Elsewhere  in  this  Act,  the  committee  has 
asked  the  Government  Accountability  Office  to  examine  this  issue. 

Finally,  the  committee  has  concern  about  the  overall  cost  growth 
of  the  interoperable  warhead  which  is  to  replace  the  W-88  and  W- 
78  warheads.  The  total  cost  profile  is  not  all  clear  nor  is  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  this  cost  profile  with  the  risk  of  such  a  system,  which  will 
be  certified  primarily  on  computer  models.  The  Navy’s  W-88  war¬ 
head  is  in  relatively  good  condition  and  over  $1.0  billion  is  being 
spent  on  a  new  fuse  system  for  the  warhead.  Certain  common- 
sense  questions  must  be  asked  why  this  W-88  is  being  replaced  by 
the  interoperable  system  that  is  proposed. 

Campaigns 

The  committee  recommends  $1.7  billion  for  campaigns.  The  cam¬ 
paigns  focus  on  science  and  engineering  efforts  involving  the  three 
nuclear  weapons  laboratories,  the  Nevada  National  Security  Site, 
and  the  weapons  production  plants.  Each  campaign  is  focused  on 
a  specific  activity  to  support  and  maintain  the  nuclear  stockpile 
without  underground  nuclear  weapons  testing.  These  efforts  form 
the  scientific  underpinning  of  the  Department  of  Energy’s  annual 
certification  that  the  stockpile  remains  safe,  secure,  and  reliable 
without  nuclear  weapons  testing. 

The  committee  remains  concerned  about  the  hurdles  to  ignition 
at  the  National  Ignition  Facility  (NIF),  as  it  is  not  at  all  clear  what 
effect  not  achieving  sustained  burn  or  ignition  will  have  on  the 
stockpile  stewardship  program.  NNSA  needs  to  communicate  clear¬ 
ly  what  the  effects  of  this  gap  in  knowledge  will  have  on  future 
computer  calculations  on  the  stockpile. 

The  committee  notes  that  as  life  extension  programs  take  on 
more  importance  in  the  future  years,  the  campaigns,  particularly 
those  associated  with  science,  must  not  be  put  under  pressure  to 
curtail  ongoing  work  and  budget.  The  stockpile  stewardship  pro¬ 
gram  by  all  accounts  has  exceeded  all  expectations  compared  to 
what  it  was  envisioned  in  the  1990s.  More  importantly,  it  is  the 
seed  corn  to  bring  in  the  best  and  brightest  young  post-doctorate 
scientists  to  work  with  senior  scientists.  Testimony  this  year  before 
the  committee  by  the  three  weapons  laboratory  directors  and  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  has  supported  the  success  of  this 
program. 
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Site  Stewardship  and  Nuclear  Operations 

The  committee  recommends  $2.4  billion  for  site  stewardship  and 
nuclear  operations.  These  two  programs  comprised  the  former  read¬ 
iness  in  the  technical  base  (RTBF).  This  account  funds  facilities 
and  infrastructure  in  the  nuclear  weapons  complex  and  includes 
construction  funding  for  new  facilities. 

The  committee  remains  concerned  about  the  additional  increase 
of  over  $500.0  million  for  the  main  building  to  replace  building 
9212,  while  pushing  the  scope  out  for  the  other  two  phases  to  re¬ 
place  buildings  9215  and  9204-2E.  The  original  top  line  cost  esti¬ 
mate  of  $6.5  billion  included  all  three  phases.  That  appears  not  to 
be  the  case.  So,  in  addition  to  the  $500.0  million  cost  increase,  the 
scope  has  been  reduced  or  effectively  the  total  cost  has  increased 
to  a  number  that  will  far  exceed  the  $6.5  billion  top  line.  The  com¬ 
mittee  still  remains  concerned  about  the  technology  and  manufac¬ 
turing  readiness  levels  of  the  processing  equipment  that  must  go 
into  the  facility  while  it  is  still  under  design,  particularly  the 
microwave  processing  equipment.  These  readiness  level  issues 
should  have  been  fully  resolved  before  design  of  the  facility  was  un¬ 
dertaken.  The  committee  directs  the  Government  Accountability 
Office  to  continue  quarterly  reviews  of  this  project  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  defense  committees. 

With  the  deferral  of  the  Chemistry  and  Metallurgy  Research  Re¬ 
placement  project,  the  committee  continues  to  be  concerned  about 
the  lack  of  a  long-term  strategy  for  plutonium  sustainment.  Testi¬ 
mony  by  Dr.  Charles  F.  McMillan  before  this  committee  indicated 
that  a  modular  approach  to  a  smaller  series  of  buildings  holds 
promise  for  lower  costs  and  greater  flexibility.  The  committee  en¬ 
courages  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Nuclear  Weapons 
Council  to  examine  the  business  case  for  such  a  concept  and  if 
proven  feasible,  to  proceed  with  engineering  design  and  cost  esti¬ 
mation.  If  a  detailed  cost  estimate  past  an  initial  business  case 
analysis  is  performed  for  this  modular  building  approach,  the  com¬ 
mittee  directs  the  Government  Accountability  Office  to  review  the 
detailed  cost  estimate. 

The  committee  is  supportive  of  the  High  Explosives  Pressing  Fa¬ 
cility  at  Pantex  and  encourages  the  NNSA  to  make  this  facility  a 
center  of  excellence  in  the  NNSA  for  high  explosives  pressing  and 
manufacturing. 

Secure  transportation  asset 

The  committee  recommends  $219.1  million  for  the  secure  trans¬ 
portation  asset,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request.  The  secure 
transportation  asset  is  responsible  for  the  transportation  of  nuclear 
weapons,  weapons  materials  and  components,  and  other  materials 
requiring  safe  and  secure  transport. 

Defense  Nuclear  Security  and  Chief  Information  Officer 

The  committee  recommends  $827.4  million  for  safeguards  and  se¬ 
curity  and  the  Chief  Information  Officer,  the  amount  of  the  budget 
request. 


249 


Naval  Reactors 

The  committee  recommends  $1.3  billion  for  naval  reactors,  the 
amount  of  the  budget  request.  The  committee  recommends  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $2.0  million  to  the  Naval  Reactors  and  Infrastructure  to 
$453.7  million  and  an  increase  to  project  13-D-904  KS  Radiological 
Work  and  Storage  Building  of  $2.6  million.  The  committee  supports 
the  Spent  Fuel  Handling  Facility  to  be  constructed  at  the  Idaho 
National  Laboratory. 

Defense  Nuclear  Nonproliferation  programs 

The  committee  recommends  $2.2  billion  for  the  Defense  Nuclear 
Nonproliferation  program,  an  increase  of  $80.0  million  to  the  budg¬ 
et  request.  The  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  (NNSA) 
has  management  and  oversight  responsibility  for  the  nuclear  non¬ 
proliferation  programs  at  the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE). 

The  committee  recommends  funding  for  these  programs  as  fol¬ 
lows:  $388.3  million  for  nonproliferation  and  verification  research 
and  development;  $141.7  million  for  nonproliferation  and  inter¬ 
national  security;  $369.6  million  for  international  nuclear  materials 
production  and  cooperation,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request; 
$582.6  million  for  fissile  materials  disposition;  and  $424.5  million 
for  the  global  threat  reduction  initiative,  the  amount  of  the  budget 
request. 

The  committee  notes  that  this  year  the  NNSA  moved  the  nuclear 
counterterrorism  and  incident  response  program  ($256.0  million)  to 
the  Nonproliferation  Account,  which  artificially  inflates  the  top  line 
for  nonproliferation  as  compared  to  prior  years.  The  result  is  that 
the  nonproliferation  account,  excluding  the  counterterrorism  line, 
decreases  by  $400.0  million,  17.2  percent  compared  to  fiscal  year 
2013. 

Elsewhere  in  this  Act,  the  committee  directs  the  Administrator 
of  the  NNSA  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  National  Acad¬ 
emy  of  Sciences  to  critically  review  the  status  of  the  NNSA  non¬ 
proliferation  program  and  provide  long-term  direction  to  help  stem 
any  future  possible  decreases  to  the  nonproliferation  account,  as 
there  is  clearly  no  shortage  of  nuclear  nonproliferation  work 
around  the  world. 

Nonproliferation  and  verification  research  and  development 

The  committee  recommends  $388.8  million  for  nonproliferation 
and  verification  research  and  development.  The  committee  requests 
a  5-year  road  map  for  the  nuclear  detonation  detection  mission  as 
integrated  with  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  no  later  than 
January  31,  2014. 

The  committee  continues  to  support  the  valuable  research  and 
development  work  that  is  conducted  under  this  program.  The  addi¬ 
tional  funding  will  support  high-priority  research  requirements,  in¬ 
cluding  work  to  support  the  long-term  ability  of  the  United  States 
to  monitor  and  detect  clandestine  nuclear  weapons  development  ac¬ 
tivity,  and  to  attribute  nuclear  weapons,  improvised  nuclear  de¬ 
vices,  and  radiological  dispersal  devices.  Much  of  the  work  sup¬ 
ported  by  NNSA  is  unique  to  the  Federal  Government  and  serves 
as  the  technical  basis  for  work  by  many  other  agencies,  including 
the  Department  of  Homeland  Security  and  DOD. 
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Nonproliferation  and  international  security 

The  committee  recommends  $150.1  million  for  nonproliferation 
and  international  security.  The  committee  authorized  a  program 
last  year  for  scientific  engagement  in  the  area  of  non-proliferation 
and  encourages  NNSA  to  budget  for  it  accordingly. 

International  nuclear  materials  protection  and  cooperation 

The  committee  recommends  $369.6  million  for  international  nu¬ 
clear  materials  protection  and  cooperation,  the  amount  of  the  budg¬ 
et  request,  and  awaits  a  review  of  the  Second-Line-of-Defense  pro¬ 
gram. 

Fissile  Materials  Disposition  program 

The  Fissile  Materials  Disposition  program  converts  excess  weap¬ 
ons  grade  plutonium  to  mixed  oxide  fuel  (MOX)  for  use  in  commer¬ 
cial  power  reactors.  The  U.S.  and  Russia  have  signed  the  Pluto¬ 
nium  Management  and  Disposition  Agreement  (PMDA)  where  each 
country  has  agreed  to  the  disposition  of  34  metric  tons  of  excess 
weapons  grade  plutonium,  thus  removing  the  possibility  that  this 
plutonium  could  be  reused  for  weapons  or  fall  into  the  hands  of  ter¬ 
rorists.  Russia  has  modified  the  agreement  so  that  they  will  not 
produce  MOX  but  instead  burn  the  plutonium  in  fast  reactors. 
After  the  U.S.  considered  more  than  40  different  options  on  how  to 
disposition  surplus  plutonium,  a  2010  amendment  to  the  agree¬ 
ment  eliminated  immobilization  as  an  option  and  selected  MOX  as 
the  disposition  path  for  the  U.S.  share  of  the  plutonium.  The  U.S. 
has  agreed  to  assist  Russia  in  its  effort  with  a  contribution  of 
$400.0  million. 

For  fiscal  year  2014,  the  Fissile  Materials  Disposition  program, 
which  will  blend  surplus  weapons  plutonium  with  depleted  ura¬ 
nium  to  be  used  as  commercial  reactor  fuel — MOX — will  slow  down 
program  and  construction  activities  to  conduct  a  strategic  review. 
The  committee  is  concerned  that  NNSA’s  decision  to  slow  down 
construction  and  study  alternatives  to  MOX  could  add  considerable 
costs  and  uncertainty  to  the  Fissile  Materials  Disposition  Program, 
result  in  fines  due  to  South  Carolina  of  $100  million  per  year, 
strand  surplus  plutonium  at  Pantex  and  the  Savannah  River  Site, 
and  lead  to  the  renegotiation  of  the  PMDA.  As  such,  the  committee 
directs  the  strategic  review  to  include  but  not  be  limited  to  MOX. 
In  considering  MOX,  the  strategic  review  must  take  account  of  the 
investments  made  to  date  and  ways  to  increase  efficiency  and  to  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  of  the  MOX  program.  Because  the  committee  added 
$80.0  million  in  fiscal  year  2014  to  the  program,  the  committee 
stresses  to  the  Department  of  Energy,  that  during  the  review,  it 
minimizes  any  impact  to  the  progress  of  the  program. 

While  the  current  MOX  construction  project  is  over  50  percent 
complete,  it  is  approximately  $3.0  billion  over  budget  (from  $4.8 
billion  to  $7.7  billion)  and  three  years  late  to  completion  (fiscal 
year  2020  instead  of  fiscal  year  2017)  due  to  a  range  of  factors  in¬ 
cluding  a  lower  than  planned  funding  profile,  poor  contractor  per¬ 
formance,  and  poor  management  by  NNSA.  The  Government  Ac¬ 
countability  Office  has  testified  before  the  committee  that  the  total 
life  cycle  cost  will  exceed  $24.2  billion,  including  actual  costs  of 
$5.2  billion  for  prior  years  (fiscal  year  1999  to  fiscal  year  2012). 
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The  estimate  stretches  out  to  fiscal  year  2036.  Last  year,  the  fiscal 
year  2013  budget  request  had  a  proposal  of  funding  the  program 
at  $921.0  million  for  fiscal  2013  and  $721.0  million  for  fiscal  year 
2014,  a  reduction  of  $200.0  million.  In  an  effort  to  minimize  the  im¬ 
pacts  of  the  strategic  review,  the  committee  recommends  $582.6 
million  for  fissile  materials  disposition,  an  increase  of  $80.0  million 
above  the  amount  of  the  budget  request. 

Global  threat  reduction  initiative 

The  committee  recommends  $424.5  million  for  the  global  threat 
reduction  initiative,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request.  The  com¬ 
mittee  supports  this  effort  to  secure  within  4  years  vulnerable  nu¬ 
clear  material  that  could  be  used  in  a  dirty  bomb  or  in  an  impro¬ 
vised  nuclear  device. 

Nuclear  counterterrorism  incident  response 

The  committee  recommends  $256.0  million  for  nuclear  counter¬ 
terrorism  incident  response,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request. 

Office  of  the  Administrator 

The  committee  recommends  $397.8  million  for  the  Office  of  the 
Administrator. 

Defense  environmental  cleanup  (sec.  3102) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
$5.3  billion  for  defense  environmental  cleanup  activities  at  the 
DOE.  The  defense  environmental  cleanup  activities  support  the 
cleanup  of  contaminated  facilities,  soil,  ground  and  surface  water, 
and  the  treatment  and  disposal  of  radioactive  and  other  waste  gen¬ 
erated  through  the  production  of  nuclear  weapons  and  weapons 
materials.  The  Environmental  Management  program  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  1989  to  clean  up  50  years  of  Cold  War  waste  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  nuclear  weapons  and  materials  including  plutonium  and 
highly  enriched  uranium.  The  committee  notes  that  a  legislative 
assumption  accompanies  the  budget  request  of  $463.0  million  for 
the  uranium  enrichment  decontamination  and  decommissioning 
fund,  to  reauthorize  section  1101  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2002 
(P.L.  102-48,  42  U.S.C.  2297g)  for  industry  contributions.  As  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  2013,  this  legislation  was  not  reauthorized  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  assumes  it  will  not  be  reauthorized  again  this  year.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  committee  redistributes  the  $462.0  million  associated 
with  this  assumption  to  other  higher  priority  cleanup  needs  in  the 
Department. 

Savannah  River  Site 

The  committee  recommends  $1.2  billion  for  the  Savannah  River 
Site  cleanup,  an  increase  of  $150.0  million,  to  help  accelerate  and 
meet  tank  stabilization  milestones  under  the  consent  order  with 
the  State  of  South  Carolina.  The  committee  commends  the  NNSA 
and  the  Office  of  Environmental  Management  for  continuing  oper¬ 
ations  at  the  H  canyon,  which  is  the  only  large-scale  reprocessing 
line  left  in  the  United  States.  The  H  canyon  is  the  Nation’s  last  full 
reprocessing  line  and  will  continue  to  serve  vital  missions  whether 
it  involves  purifying  plutonium  for  mixed  oxide  fuel  or  down  blend- 
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ing  waste  from  Canada  containing  highly  enriched  uranium.  The 
committee  is  aware  of  the  critical  milestones  with  the  State  of 
South  Carolina  for  tank  close-out  by  2028.  In  that  regard,  the 
start-up  of  the  Salt  Waste  Processing  Facility  is  a  critical  element 
to  separate  high  level  waste  from  the  low  level  waste.  The  com¬ 
mittee  expects  to  be  informed  of  the  final  baseline  cost  estimate  for 
the  Salt  Waste  Processing  Facility  due  to  the  delays  of  the  large 
vessels  that  are  part  of  the  facility. 

Waste  Treatment  Plant 

The  committee  continues  to  follow  the  progress  at  the  Waste 
Treatment  Plant  (WTP)  at  DOE  Hanford  Site  in  Richland,  Wash¬ 
ington.  Unlike  the  Savannah  River  Site,  the  composition  of  the 
waste  in  the  tanks  is  non-uniform  adding  complexity  to  the  separa¬ 
tion  and  treatment  of  high  and  low  level  waste.  The  Department 
is  encouraged  to  expedite  the  treatment  of  the  low  level  waste 
streams  and  come  to  a  decision  on  whether  an  additional  pre-treat¬ 
ment  plant  is  needed  for  the  high  level  waste  stream.  The  overall 
completion  cost  of  the  project  has  risen  from  $5.8  billion  to  $12.3 
billion.  The  construction  of  an  additional  pre-treatment  plant  for 
high  level  waste  will  increase  the  cost  further.  The  committee  di¬ 
rects  the  Department  to  ensure  the  committee  is  informed  of  deci¬ 
sions  on  directly  treating  the  low  level  waste  and  whether  another 
pre-treatment  plant  is  needed  for  the  high  level  waste.  Elsewhere 
in  this  Act,  the  committee  has  directed  the  Government  Account¬ 
ability  Office  to  give  the  committee  quarterly  reviews  of  the  project. 

Hanford  Site 

The  committee  recommends  $941.8  million  for  the  Hanford  River 
Site  (excluding  the  waste  treatment  and  immobilization  plant),  an 
increase  of  $20.0  million  for  the  River  Corridor  cleanup  to  help  ac¬ 
celerate  and  stabilize  the  chromium  groundwater  contamination  as 
well  as  nuclear  facility  cleanup. 

Idaho  National  Laboratory 

The  committee  recommends  $395.0  million,  an  increase  of  $30.0 
million  for  the  Idaho  Waste  Cleanup  to  continue  to  remove  the 
transuranic  waste  and  other  buried  waste,  as  applicable,  for  ship¬ 
ment  to  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  and  to  continue  sodium 
bearing  waste  treatment  operations. 

Los  Alamos  National  Laboratory 

The  committee  recommends  $259.8  million  for  Los  Alamos  Na¬ 
tional  Laboratory  to  continue  to  remove  transuranic  waste  for  ship¬ 
ment  to  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  and  monitor  groundwater 
contamination. 

Oak  Ridge  Reservation 

The  committee  recommends  $203.9  million  for  the  Oak  Ridge 
Reservation,  an  increase  of  $10.0  million  to  continue  consolidation 
of  special  nuclear  material  associated  with  uranium  233. 
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Office  of  River  Protection 

The  committee  recommends  $1.2  billion,  an  increase  of  $50.0  mil¬ 
lion  for  radioactive  liquid  tank  waste  stabilization  and  disposition 
to  increase  surveillance  and  treat  transuranic  waste  applicable  to 
shipment  to  the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant. 

Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant 

The  committee  recommends  $236.4  million,  an  increase  of  $33.0 
million  to  continue  operations  and  replace  aging  equipment,  espe¬ 
cially  those  related  to  safety.  The  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  is  an 
important  operation  upon  which  the  entire  cleanup  operations  re¬ 
lies  upon  to  dispose  of  defense  transuranic  waste. 

Security 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $10.0  million  for  secu¬ 
rity  at  the  Richland/Hanford  site  to  $89.1  million.  The  Department 
should  accelerate  efforts  at  Hanford  to  remove  the  category  I  nu¬ 
clear  material  from  the  site  to  lower  security  costs. 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $10.0  million  for  secu¬ 
rity  at  the  Savannah  River  Site  given  the  large  quantity  of  cat¬ 
egory  I  nuclear  material  it  must  safeguard. 

Technology  Development 

The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $10.0  million  for  tech¬ 
nology  development  to  $34.1  million. 

Program  Direction 

The  committee  recommends  $300.8  million  for  program  direction, 
an  increase  of  $20.0  million.  The  Office  of  Environmental  Manage¬ 
ment  has  a  staff  of  over  1,400  civil  servants  who  manage  this  long 
and  difficult  job  of  honoring  the  cleanup  commitment  made  by  the 
Department  to  the  local  communities  at  these  former  defense  sites. 
The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  level  is  still  some 
$20.0  million  short  of  the  levels  in  fiscal  years  2012  and  2103. 

Other  defense  activities  (sec.  3103) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize 
$749.1  million  for  other  defense  activities,  the  amount  of  the  budg¬ 
et  request;  the  committee  recommends  $251.9  million  for  health, 
safety,  and  security,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request;  $196.3  mil¬ 
lion  for  specialized  security,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request; 
$176.9  million  for  Legacy  Management,  the  amount  of  the  budget 
request;  $118.8  million  for  other  defense-related  administrative 
support,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request;  and  $5.0  million  for  the 
Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request. 
Legislative  proposals  elsewhere  in  the  Act  speak  to  security  at  fa¬ 
cilities  containing  categories  I  and  II  of  nuclear  material. 
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Subtitle  B — Program  Authorizations,  Restrictions,  and 

Limitations 

Establishment  of  Director  for  Cost  Estimating  and  Program 
Evaluation  in  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration 
(sec.  3111) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  the 
National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  Act  (50  U.S.C.  2401  et. 
Seq.)  to  establish  an  Office  of  Cost  Analysis  and  Program  Evalua¬ 
tion  (CAPE)  whose  director  is  Senate  confirmed.  The  National  Nu¬ 
clear  Security  Administration  (NNSA)  has  recently  established  a 
position  in  an  attempt  to  control  program  cost  escalation,  and  they 
should  be  commended  for  this  action.  This  provision  makes  the  po¬ 
sition  and  office  permanent  in  statue  given  that  several  such  posi¬ 
tions  and  offices  have  been  established  and  then  de-established  in 
both  the  Department  of  Energy  and  the  NNSA.  The  cost  growth  of 
nearly  every  program  in  the  NNSA  requires  a  permanent  office  and 
position,  but  even  more  important  is  that  the  position  be  Senate 
confirmed  so  that  individual  answers  to  Congress  on  their  views 
and  progress  in  controlling  cost  growth  of  programs  such  as  the  B— 
61  life  extension,  the  Uranium  Processing  Facility,  the  Mixed 
Oxide  Fuel  Program,  and  eventually  the  Chemistry  and  Metallurgy 
Research  Replacement  Facility.  The  Government  Accountability  Of¬ 
fice  estimates  that  through  2031,  the  NNSA  will  undertake  an  esti¬ 
mated  $200.0  billion  in  work  scope  whether  it  is  life  extension  pro¬ 
grams  or  recapitalizing  new  facilities  in  the  complex.  While  the 
staff  size  of  the  NNSA  is  relatively  small,  approximately  1,800  fed¬ 
eral  positions,  the  committee  expects  the  office  to  phase  in  its  ac¬ 
tivities  in  over  several  years  and  to  work  jointly  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  (DOD)  CAPE  Office,  not  only  to  train  personnel 
but  to  conduct  joint  cost  estimates  of  an  entire  strategic  weapon 
system  consisting  of  the  delivery  vehicle  and  the  warhead.  Cur¬ 
rently,  these  estimates  are  conducted  separately;  the  warhead 
through  the  Nuclear  Weapons  Council  under  the  6.X  process,  and 
the  delivery  systems  through  the  DOD  acquisition  processes. 

Plan  for  improvement  and  integration  of  financial  manage¬ 
ment  of  nuclear  security  enterprise  (sec.  3112) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Administrator  of  the  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration 
(NNSA)  to  develop  a  plan  for  a  common  cost  structure  between  ac¬ 
tivities  at  different  sites  with  the  purpose  of  comparing  how  effi¬ 
ciently  different  sites  within  the  NNSA  complex  are  carrying  out 
similar  activities.  The  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  has 
commented  numerous  times  that  each  site  in  the  NNSA  complex 
uses  a  different  cost  accounting  structure  for  direct  and  indirect 
costs.  While  such  cost  accounting  structures  are  compliant  with  the 
requirements  outlined  in  section  9904.418  of  title  48,  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  compare  how  funds 
are  spent  at  different  sites.  This  dilemma  has  resulted  in  a  de¬ 
graded  ability  to  perform  oversight  of  the  NNSA  sites  and  their 
contractors.  GAO  pointed  out  this  issue  with  respect  to  accurate 
costing  of  facility  operations  in  their  report,  GAO-10-582,  “Actions 
Needed  to  Identify  Total  Costs  of  Weapons  Complex  Infrastructure 
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and  Research  Production  Capabilities,”  and  earlier  across  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Energy  complex  in  GAO-05-897,  “Department  of  En¬ 
ergy:  Additional  Opportunities  Exist  for  reducing  Laboratory  Con¬ 
tractors’  Support  Costs.”  The  committee  recognizes  that  such  a 
transition  will  take  time  and  effort  given  the  number  of  different 
business  systems  at  each  site  and  accordingly  gives  a  4-year  imple¬ 
mentation  date  for  bringing  the  NNSA  complex  to  a  common  cost 
structure. 

Not  later  than  June  15,  2014,  the  Director  of  Cost  Assessment 
and  Program  Evaluation  shall  brief  the  congressional  defense  com¬ 
mittees  on  an  assessment  of  the  plan  developed  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  in  this  provision  that  includes  the  extent  to  which  the  plan 
will  result  in  the  improvement  and  integration  of  the  financial 
management  of  the  nuclear  security  enterprise  and  whether  suffi¬ 
cient  resources  are  available  to  enable  implementation  of  the  plan. 

Certification  of  security  measures  at  atomic  energy  defense 
facilities  (sec.  3113) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  Energy  to  certify  facilities  containing  categories  I  and 
II  quantities  of  special  nuclear  material  as  meeting  Department  of 
Energy  (DOE)  security  standards  and  regulations  for  physical  secu¬ 
rity  of  facilities  and  surrounding  infrastructure.  For  facilities  that 
cannot  be  certified,  the  facility  will  stop  routine  operations  until 
they  meet  the  applicable  standards  and  regulations.  There  is  a  na¬ 
tional  security  waiver  for  continued  operations  of  non-certified  fa¬ 
cilities. 

The  security  of  special  nuclear  materials  in  quantities  that 
present  a  threat  to  national  security  demand  nothing  short  of  per¬ 
fection.  There  simply  is  no  other  acceptable  standard.  Account¬ 
ability  should  be  clear  and  direct  starting  at  the  highest  official  in 
the  responsible  organization.  The  Atomic  Energy  Act  defines  that 
official  as  the  Secretary  of  Energy. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  of  Energy  to  develop  a  sys¬ 
tem  that  tracks  deficiencies  in  securing  special  nuclear  materials  at 
DOE  atomic  energy  defense  facilities.  The  system  shall  meet  the 
auditing  standards  of  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO). 

The  committee  directs  GAO  to  perform  an  audit  of  the  tracking 
system  no  later  than  June  30,  2014,  to  and  report  the  findings  to 
the  congressional  defense  committees. 

Plan  for  incorporating  exascale  computing  into  the  stock¬ 
pile  stewardship  program  (sec.  3114) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  the 
Atomic  Energy  Defense  Act  (50  U.S.C.  2521)  to  provide  for  a  long¬ 
term  strategy  on  exascale  computing  in  the  stockpile  stewardship 
program.  The  provision  would  ensure  that  the  National  Nuclear  Se¬ 
curity  Administration  (NNSA)  continues  its  leadership  role,  a  role 
held  since  the  Manhattan  Project’s  collaboration  with  John  Von 
Neumann,  of  developing  large-scale  computing  machines.  This  pro¬ 
vision  would  require  the  NNSA  to  provide  a  long-term  strategy  for 
achieving  exascale  levels  of  computing  (10  to  the  18th  floating 
point  operations  per  second)  that  is  necessary  to  model  the  full 
three-dimensional  physics  of  a  nuclear  weapon. 
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Integrated  plutonium  strategy  (sec.  3115) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  the 
Atomic  Energy  Defense  Act  (50  U.S.C.  2521)  to  provide  for  a  long¬ 
term  plutonium  strategy  for  the  National  Nuclear  Security  Admin¬ 
istration  (NNSA)  as  part  of  its  Stockpile  Stewardship  and  Manage¬ 
ment  Plan.  Plutonium  sustainment  is  at  the  core  of  the  NNSA 
stockpile  mission.  This  integrated  plan  would  ensure  the  NNSA  re¬ 
mains  focused  on  its  plutonium  mission. 

Authorization  of  modular  building  strategy  as  an  alter¬ 
native  to  the  replacement  project  for  the  Chemistry  and 
Metallurgy  Research  Building,  Los  Alamos  National  Lab¬ 
oratory,  New  Mexico  (sec.  3116) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  3144(c)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  permit  consideration  of  a  mod¬ 
ular  building  strategy  for  engineering  and  design  if  it  meets  long 
term  stockpile  requirements. 

Increase  in  construction  design  threshold  (sec.  3117) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  increase  the 
major  capital  construction  design  threshold  for  the  National  Nu¬ 
clear  Security  Administration  from  $600,000  to  $1.2  million  to  ac¬ 
count  for  increased  construction  costs. 

Clarification  of  form  of  submission  of  cost  estimates  on  life 
extension  programs  and  new  nuclear  facilities  (sec. 
3118) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  4217(b)  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Defense  Act  (50  U.S.C.  2537(b)) 
to  require  an  unclassified  version  of  the  cost  estimate  with  a  classi¬ 
fied  annex  if  necessary. 

Subtitle  C — Reports 

Assessment  of  nuclear  nonproliferation  programs  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Nuclear  Security  Administration  (sec.  3121) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  require  the 
National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  to  undergo  a  review  of 
their  nuclear  nonproliferation  programs  by  the  National  Academies 
of  Science.  There  is  concern  in  the  committee  that  as  programs  fin¬ 
ish  their  near-term  goals,  there  is  no  thought  given  to  future  ef¬ 
forts  in  nuclear  non-proliferation.  This  provision  seeks  to  ensure 
such  future  missions  are  considered. 

Modification  of  reviews  relating  to  cost-benefit  analysis  of 
management  and  operating  contracts  of  the  National 
Nuclear  Security  Administration  (sec.  3122) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  3121(e)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  lower  the  number  of  mandatory 
reports  by  the  Government  Accountability  Office. 
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Modification  of  deadline  for  certain  reports  relating  to  pro¬ 
gram  on  scientific  engagement  for  nonproliferation  (sec. 
3123) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  3122(e)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  require  a  30-day  notice  for  ex¬ 
tending  the  program  on  scientific  engagement  for  non-proliferation 
to  a  new  country.  The  provision  gives  the  Administrator  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Nuclear  Security  Administration  a  national  security  waiver 
of  the  requirement  as  long  as  there  is  a  report  filed  within  30  days. 

Modification  of  certain  reports  on  cost  containment  for  ura¬ 
nium  capabilities  replacement  project  (sec.  3124) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  3123(f)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (P.L.  112-239)  to  change  the  Government  Accountability 
Office  reporting  requirement  from  the  end  of  project  life  to  1  year 
after  the  date  of  enactment  in  consultation  with  the  congressional 
defense  committees.  The  end  of  project  life  would  require  reporting 
for  approximately  the  next  23  years  with  90  such  reports. 

Submission  of  interim  report  of  Congressional  Advisory 
Panel  on  the  Governance  of  the  Nuclear  Security  Enter¬ 
prise  (sec.  3125) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  3166(d)(1)  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  2013  (Public  Law  112-239)  to  extend  the  date  of  the  interim 
report  from  180  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  to  180  days  after 
the  first  meeting  of  the  advisory  panel. 

Subtitle  D — Technical  Corrections 

Technical  corrections  to  the  National  Nuclear  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  (sec.  3131) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  the 
National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  Act  (41  U.S.C.  2401  et. 
seq.)  with  technical  and  clarifying  corrections. 

Technical  corrections  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Defense  Act 
(sec.  3132) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  amend  the 
Atomic  Energy  Defense  Act  (42  U.S.C.  2501  et.  seq.)  with  technical 
and  clarifying  corrections. 


Budget  Item 

Uranium  Enrichment  Decontamination  and  Decommis¬ 
sioning  Fund 

The  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  budget  request  for  fiscal  year 
2014  made  an  assumption  of  $463.0  million  based  on  a  legislative 
proposal  being  enacted  to  reauthorize  section  1101  of  the  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  2002  (P.L.  102-48,  42  USC  2297g).  A  similar  legisla¬ 
tive  assumption  was  made  in  the  fiscal  year  2013  request,  which 
the  committee  assumed  would  not  be  reauthorized.  Similar  to  last 
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fiscal  year,  the  committee  assumes  again  that  this  legislation  will 
not  be  reauthorized  ($463.0  million  decrease)  and  increases  by 
$462.0  million  the  following  accounts:  Mixed  Oxide  Fuel  construc¬ 
tion,  project  99-D-143,  $80.0  million;  Hanford  River  Corridor  and 
other  clean-up  operations,  $20.0  million;  Idaho  clean-up  and  waste 
disposition,  $30.0  million;  Hanford  radioactive  waste  liquid  tank 
stabilization,  $50.0  million;  Savannah  River  radioactive  waste  tank 
stabilization,  $150.0  million;  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant,  $33.0  mil¬ 
lion;  Program  Direction,  $20.0  million;  security  at  Richland  and 
Hanford,  $10.0  million;  security  at  Savannah  River  Site,  $10.0  mil¬ 
lion;  and  Technology  Development,  $10.0  million. 

Items  of  Special  Interest 
B-61  Mod  12  life  extension  program 

The  National  Nuclear  Security  Agency  has  now  entered  phase 
6.3,  engineering  development,  of  the  B-61  Mod  12  life  extension 
program  (LEP).  The  committee  has  reviewed  the  Weapons  Design 
and  Cost  Report  and  is  concerned  about  possible  concurrency  in  the 
overall  program,  work  load  scheduling  with  other  programs  under¬ 
way  at  the  production  sites  (Kansas  City,  Y-12,  and  Pantex),  as 
well  as  technology  and  manufacturing  maturation.  The  committee 
directs  the  Government  Accountability  Office  (GAO)  to  submit  a  re¬ 
port  that  examines  key  elements  of  the  B-61  Mod  12  LEP  within 
180  days  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  These  elements  shall  in¬ 
clude:  (1)  technology  readiness  and  manufacturing  readiness  levels; 
(2)  research  and  development  and  productions  concurrency;  (3) 
work  load  and  scheduling  between  the  production  sites  and  the 
weapons  laboratories;  (4)  coordination  and  integration  with  other 
LEP  programs  such  as  W88  Alt  370,  W76,  W78/88,  and  long-range 
standoff  warhead  life  extensions;  and  (5)  ongoing  developmental 
and  production  work  by  the  Air  Force  for  the  tail  kit  guidance  as¬ 
sembly.  After  the  initial  report,  GAO  shall  review  the  B-61  at  key 
phases  of  the  6.X  process  (production  engineering,  first  production, 
and  quantity  production)  at  the  direction  of  the  committee. 

Review  of  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  Capital 
Projects 

Serious  questions  have  been  raised  about  the  National  Nuclear 
Security  Administration’s  (NNSA)  analyses  of  project  alternatives 
associated  with  critical  decision  1  under  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  Order  413. 3B,  “Program  and  Project  Management  of  Capital 
Assets”  stemming  from  NNSA’s  decisions  in  2012  to  cancel  and 
defer  two  major  nuclear  facilities  after  spending  more  than  a  dec¬ 
ade  and  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  on  the  design  of  each  facil¬ 
ity.  Specifically,  NNSA  announced  in  January  2012  its  decision  to 
cancel  the  Pit  Disassembly  and  Conversion  Facility  (PDCF)  after 
having  spent  12  years  and  $730  million  on  the  facility  design. 
PDCF  was  one  of  two  planned  high-hazard  nuclear  facilities  needed 
to  support  NNSA’s  Plutonium  Disposition  Program.  In  cancelling 
PDCF,  NNSA  explained  that  other  alternatives  had  been  identified 
that  would  better  meet  the  mission  need.  Also,  in  February  2012 
NNSA  announced  its  decision  to  defer  for  at  least  five  years  an¬ 
other  planned  major  nuclear  facility  needed  for  plutonium  re- 
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search — the  Chemistry  and  Metallurgy  Research  Replacement 
(CMRR)  Nuclear  Facility.  NNSA  spent  about  10  years  and  more 
than  $350  million  on  the  design  of  the  CMRR  Nuclear  Facility.  In 
cancelling  this  project,  NNSA  explained  that  it  has  adequate  alter¬ 
natives  for  conducting  plutonium  research  in  the  near  term  using 
existing  facilities  and  that  it  is  investigating  other  alternatives  to 
building  the  CMRR.  Other  projects  that  have  had  similar  issues  in¬ 
clude  NNSA’s  Radioactive  Liquid  Waste  Treatment  Facility 
(RLWTF)  at  Los  Alamos  and  the  Uranium  233  Disposition  Project 
managed  by  the  Office  of  Environmental  Management  (EM).  NNSA 
is  currently  reaffirming  the  CD-I  decision  regarding  the  alter¬ 
natives  analysis  for  the  RLWTF  and  EM  cancelled  the  U-233 
project  after  spending  approximately  $255  million  on  design  and 
construction. 

Given  the  amount  of  time  and  money  spent  on  designing  these 
facilities  before  they  were  cancelled  and  deferred,  these  decisions 
raise  serious  questions  about  how  well  NNSA  scrutinizes  the  anal¬ 
yses  of  alternatives  prior  to  submitting  them  for  review  and  ap¬ 
proval.  The  committee  is  also  concerned  about  the  extent  to  which 
other  NNSA  projects  are  proceeding  through  design  without  a  rig¬ 
orous  analysis  of  alternatives  and  the  extent  to  which  NNSA 
projects  may  languish  in  the  design  phase  without  proper  oversight 
to  ensure  that  the  need  for  these  projects  remains  viable.  As  such, 
the  committee  directs  that  the  Government  Accountability  Office 
investigate  the  following  questions  and  report  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  initial  results  no  later  than  February  28,  2014  and  a 
final  report  no  later  than  September  9,  2013  on  the  following 
issues: 

(1)  What  is  NNSA’s  process  for  conducting  analyses  of  alter¬ 
natives  prior  to  project  starts,  and  to  what  extent  have  projects 
deviated  from  the  alternatives  originally  selected  for  those 
projects? 

(2)  How  does  NNSA  plan  for  and  execute  its  projects’  design 
phases  prior  to  the  establishment  of  a  cost  and  schedule  base¬ 
line,  and  what  improvements  if  any  can  be  made? 

(3)  How  much  has  NNSA  spent  in  recent  years  on  capital  ac¬ 
quisition  projects  prior  to  critical  decision  2,  the  point  at  which 
90  percent  design  maturity  is  now  required  for  high-hazard  nu¬ 
clear  facilities,  and  how  do  these  costs  compare  to  total  project 
costs? 

(4)  What  are  the  roles,  responsibilities,  and  accountability  of 
federal  project  directors  during  the  design  phases  of  capital  ac¬ 
quisition  projects? 

Waste  Treatment  and  Immobilization  Plant  project 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Hanford  Waste  Treatment  and  Im¬ 
mobilization  Plant  may  change  scope  for  the  high  level  waste  pre¬ 
treatment  systems  and  begin  treating  only  low  level  waste  streams. 
The  committee  directs  the  Government  Accountability  Office  to 
monitor  the  status  of  this  construction  and  to  periodically  brief  the 
committee  on  the  status  of  construction  and  operations  at  the  facil¬ 
ity  through  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2014. 
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Assessment  of  Department  of  Energy  defense  nuclear  facili¬ 
ties  that  will  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  En¬ 
ergy  Office  of  Environmental  Management 

The  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  (NNSA)  currently 
operates  in  a  number  of  older  nuclear  facilities  that  will  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Office  of  Environmental  Management  (EM)  for  demo¬ 
lition  and  decontamination.  The  committee  directs  the  Government 
Accountability  Office  (GAO)  to  assess  the  inventory  of  facilities  that 
NNSA  plans  to  transfer  to  EM,  which  will  have  the  responsibility 
to  remove  and  remediate  the  surrounding  area.  GAO  shall  provide 
the  results  of  this  assessment  to  the  committee  by  June  30,  2014, 
or  at  a  date  determined  by  the  committee. 

Travel  by  scientists  and  other  technical  personnel  to  con¬ 
ferences  and  other  venues  of  benefit  to  the  NNSA  mis¬ 
sion 

The  committee  directs  the  Administrator  of  the  National  Nuclear 
Security  Administration  (NNSA)  to  assess  the  impact  that  recent 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  directives  have  had  on  the  abil¬ 
ity  of  federal  and  national  laboratory  scientists  and  other  technical 
personnel  to  travel  to  professional  conferences  and  other  venues  as¬ 
sociated  with  advancing  scientific  and  technical  knowledge  that  is 
of  benefit  to  the  NNSA  mission.  This  assessment  shall  be  due  to 
the  congressional  defense  committees  by  February  28,  2014. 

Use  of  the  term  National  Security  Laboratory  in  the  Atomic 
Energy  Defense  Act 

The  committee  notes  that  the  use  of  the  term  “National  Security 
Laboratory”  in  the  Atomic  Energy  Defense  Act  (50  U.S.C.  2501  et. 
seq.)  is  not  meant  to  preclude  the  use  by  the  Federal  Government 
of  other  Department  of  Energy  national  laboratories  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005  (Public  Law  109-58,  42 
U.S.C.  15801)  who  perform  important  work  in  a  broad  area  of  na¬ 
tional  security  activities. 


TITLE  XXXII— DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  FACILITIES 
SAFETY  BOARD 

Authorization  (sec.  3201) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  authorize  the 
Defense  Nuclear  Facilities  Safety  Board  at  $29.9  million. 
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TITLE  XXXV— MARITIME  ADMINISTRATION 


Maritime  Administration  (sec.  3501) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  re-authorize 
certain  aspects  of  the  Maritime  Administration. 
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DIVISION  D— FUNDING  TABLES 

Authorization  of  amounts  in  funding  tables  (sec.  4001) 

The  committee  recommends  a  provision  that  would  provide  for 
the  allocation  of  funds  among  programs,  projects,  and  activities  in 
accordance  with  the  tables  in  division  D  of  this  Act,  subject  to  re¬ 
programming  in  accordance  with  established  procedures. 

Consistent  with  the  previously  expressed  views  of  the  committee, 
the  provision  would  also  require  that  decisions  by  agency  heads  to 
commit,  obligate,  or  expend  funds  to  a  specific  entity  on  the  basis 
of  such  funding  tables  be  based  on  authorized,  transparent,  statu¬ 
tory  criteria,  or  merit-based  selection  procedures  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  sections  2304(k)  and  2374  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  other  applicable  provisions  of  law. 

Funding  tables  (secs.  4101-4701) 

The  committee  recommends  provisions  that  provide  line-item 
guidance  for  the  funding  authorized  in  this  Act,  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  section  4001.  The  provisions  also  display  the 
line-item  funding  requested  by  the  administration  in  the  fiscal  year 
2014  budget  request  and  show  where  the  committee  either  in¬ 
creased  or  decreased  the  requested  amounts. 

The  Department  of  Defense  may  not  exceed  the  authorized 
amounts,  as  set  forth  in  the  provision  or,  if  unchanged  from  the  ad¬ 
ministration  request,  as  set  forth  in  budget  justification  documents 
of  the  Department  of  Defense,  without  a  reprogramming  action  in 
accordance  with  established  procedures.  Unless  noted  in  this  re¬ 
port,  funding  changes  to  the  budget  request  are  made  without  prej¬ 
udice. 
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SUMMARY  OF  NATIONAL  DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  2014 
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SUMMARY  OF  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  2014 

(In  Thousands  of  Dollars) 

FY  2014  Senate  Senate 

Request  Change  Authorized 

DISCRETIONARY  AUTHORIZATIONS  WITHIN  THE  JURISDICTION  OF  THE  ARMED  SERVICES  COMMITTEE 


National  Defense,  Base  Budget 
Function  051,  Department  of  Defense-Military 
Division  A:  Department  of  Defense  Authorizations 


Title  I — Procurement 

Aircraft  Procurement,  Army . 

Missile  Procurement,  Army . 

Procurement  of  Weapons  &  Tracked  Combat  Vehicles,  Army  . 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Army  . 

Other  Procurement,  Army  . 

Aircraft  Procurement,  Navy  . 

Weapons  Procurement,  Navy  . 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Navy  &  Marine  Corps . 

Shipbuilding  &  Conversion,  Navy . 

Other  Procurement,  Navy . 

Procurement,  Marine  Corps . 

Aircraft  Procurement,  Air  Force . 

Missile  Procurement,  Air  Force . 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Air  Force  . 

Other  Procurement,  Air  Force  . 

Procurement,  Defense-Wide . 

Joint  Urgent  Operational  Needs  Fund  . 

Subtotal,  Title  I — Procurement . 

Title  II — Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Army  . 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Navy  . 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Air  Force . 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Defense-Wide  . 

Operational  Test  &  Evaluation,  Defense . 

Subtotal,  Title  II — Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation 

Title  III — Operation  and  Maintenance 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Army . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Army  Reserve  . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard  . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Navy  . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Navy  Reserve . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps  Reserve . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Air  Force . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Air  Force  Reserve  . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard . 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Defense-Wide  . 

United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Armed  Forces . 


5,024,387 

-19,984 

5,004,403 

1,334,083 

1,334,083 

1,597,267 

-159,439 

1,437,828 

1,540,437 

-84,800 

1,455,637 

6,465,218 

6,465,218 

17,927,651 

32,000 

17,959,651 

3,122,193 

6,400 

3,128,593 

589,267 

589,267 

14,077,804 

155,300 

14,233,104 

6,310,257 

6,310,257 

1,343,511 

1,343,511 

11,398,901 

-17,200 

11,381,701 

5,343,286 

5,343,286 

759,442 

759,442 

16,760,581 

16,760,581 

4,534,083 

11,844 

4,545,927 

98,800 

98,800 

98,227,168 

-75,879 

98,151,289 

7,989,102 

29,578 

8,018,680 

15,974,780 

-100,875 

15,873,905 

25,702,946 

-49,600 

25,653,346 

17,667,108 

142,156 

17,809,264 

186,300 

186,300 

67,520,236 

21,259 

67,541,495 

35,073,077 

616,600 

35,689,677 

3,095,036 

36,400 

3,131,436 

7,054,196 

74,200 

7,128,396 

39,945,237 

434,768 

40,380,005 

6,254,650 

56,000 

6,310,650 

1,197,752 

10,800 

1,208,552 

263,317 

263,317 

37,270,842 

512,600 

37,783,442 

3,164,607 

8,700 

3,173,307 

6,566,004 

28,200 

6,594,204 

32,997,693 

-244,401 

32,753,292 

13,606 

13,606 
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SUMMARY  OF  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  2014 — 

Continued 

(In  Thousands  of  Dollars) 


FY  2014 
Request 

Senate 

Change 

Senate 

Authorized 

Overseas  Humanitarian,  Disaster  and  Civic  Aid  . 

109,500 

109,500 

Cooperative  Threat  Reduction  . 

528,455 

528,455 

DoD  Acquisition  Workforce  Development  Fund  . 

256,031 

256,031 

Environmental  Restoration,  Army . 

298,815 

298,815 

Environmental  Restoration,  Navy  . 

316,103 

316,103 

Environmental  Restoration,  Air  Force . 

439,820 

439,820 

Environmental  Restoration,  Defense-Wide  . 

10,757 

10,757 

Environmental  Restoration,  Formerly  Used  Defense  Sites . 

237,443 

237,443 

Overseas  Contingency  Operations  Transfer  Fund  . 

5,000 

5,000 

Subtotal,  Title  III — Operation  and  Maintenance . 

...  175,097,941 

1,533,867 

176,631,808 

Title  IV — Military  Personnel 

Military  Personnel  Appropriations  . 

....  130,399,881 

-270,000 

130,129,881 

Medicare-Eligible  Retiree  Health  Fund  Contributions . 

6,676,750 

6,676,750 

Subtotal,  Title  IV — Military  Personnel  . 

....  137,076,631 

-270,000 

136,806,631 

Title  XIV — Other  Authorizations 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Army  . 

25,158 

25,158 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Air  Force  . 

61,731 

61,731 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Defense-Wide . 

46,428 

46,428 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Defense  Commissary  Agency  . 

1,412,510 

1,412,510 

National  Defense  Sealift  Fund  . 

730,700 

-112,200 

618,500 

Defense  Health  Program  . 

...  33,054,528 

218,000 

33,272,528 

Chemical  Agents  &  Munitions  Destruction,  Defense . 

1,057,123 

1,057,123 

Drug  Interdiction  &  Counter-Drug  Activities,  Defense  . 

938,545 

-5,840 

932,705 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General . 

312,131 

35,900 

348,031 

Subtotal,  Title  XIV — Other  Authorizations  . 

37,638,854 

135,860 

37,774,714 

Total,  Division  A:  Department  of  Defense  Authorizations  . 

....  515,560,830 

1,345,107 

516,905,937 

Division  B:  Military  Construction  Authorizations 

Military  Construction 

Army . 

1,119,875 

1,119,875 

Navy . 

1,700,269 

-85,673 

1,614,596 

Air  Force  . 

1,156,573 

-192,377 

964,196 

Defense-Wide . 

3,985,300 

-1,054,641 

2,930,659 

Army  National  Guard  . 

320,815 

320,815 

Air  National  Guard  . 

119,800 

119,800 

Army  Reserve . 

174,060 

174,060 

Navy  Reserve  . 

32,976 

32,976 

Air  Force  Reserve . 

45,659 

45,659 

Chemical  Demilitarization  Construction . 

122,536 

122,536 

NATO  Security  Investment  Program  . 

239,700 

239,700 

Subtotal,  Military  Construction . 

9,017,563 

-1,332,691 

7,684,872 

Family  Housing 

Construction,  Army  . 

44,008 

-16,600 

27,408 
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FY  2014 
Request 

Senate 

Change 

Senate 

Authorized 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Army . 

512,871 

512,871 

Construction,  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  . 

73,407 

73,407 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  . 

389,844 

389,844 

Construction,  Air  Force . 

76,360 

76,360 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Air  Force  . 

388,598 

388,598 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  Defense-Wide . 

55,845 

55,845 

Family  Housing  Improvement  Fund . 

1,780 

1,780 

Subtotal,  Family  Housing  . 

1,542,713 

-16,600 

1,526,113 

Base  Realignment  and  Closure 

Army . 

180,401 

180,401 

Navy . 

144,580 

144,580 

Air  Force  . 

126,376 

126,376 

Subtotal,  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  . 

451,357 

451,357 

Total,  Division  B:  Military  Construction  Authorizations  . 

11,011,633 

-1,349,291 

9,662,342 

Total  051,  Department  of  Defense-Military . 

.  526,572,463 

-4,184 

526,568,279 

Function  053,  Atomic  Energy  Activities 


Division  C:  Department  of  Energy  National  Security  and  Independent  Federal  Agency  Authorizations 


Department  of  Energy  Authorizations 


Energy  Programs 

Electricity  Delivery  and  Energy  Reliability  . 

16,000 

-16,000 

Nuclear  Energy  . 

94,000 

94,000 

Subtotal,  Energy  Programs . 

110,000 

-16,000 

94,000 

National  Nuclear  Security  Administration 

Weapons  Activities  . 

7,868,409 

7,868,409 

Defense  Nuclear  Nonproliferation . 

2,140,142 

80,000 

2,220,142 

Naval  Reactors  . 

1,246,134 

1,246,134 

Office  of  the  Administrator . 

397,784 

397,784 

Subtotal,  National  Nuclear  Security  Administration  . 

11,254,685 

80,000 

11,732,469 

Environmental  and  Other  Defense  Activities 

Defense  Environmental  Cleanup  . 

5,316,909 

-80,000 

5,236,909 

Other  Defense  Activities . 

749,080 

749,080 

Subtotal,  Environmental  and  Other  Defense  Activities . 

6,065,989 

-80,000 

5,985,989 

Subtotal,  Department  of  Energy  Authorizations . 

17,828,458 

-16,000 

17,812,458 

Independent  Federal  Agency  Authorization 

Defense  Nuclear  Facilities  Safety  Board . 

29,915 

29,915 

Subtotal,  Independent  Federal  Agency  Authorization  . 

29,915 

29,915 

Subtotal,  Division  C:  Department  of  Energy  National  Security 

and  Independent  Federal  Agency  Authorizations . 

17,858,373 

-16,000 

17,842,373 
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FY  2014 
Request 

Senate 

Change 

Senate 

Authorized 

Total,  053,  Atomic  Energy  Defense  Activities  . 

17,858,373 

-16,000 

17,842,373 

Total,  National  Defense,  Base  Budget  . 

..  544,430,836 

-20,184 

544,410,652 

National  Defense,  Overseas  Contingency  Operations  (0C0)  Budget 

Function  051,  Department  of  Defense-Military 

Procurement,  OCO 

Aircraft  Procurement,  Army . 

771,788 

771,788 

Missile  Procurement,  Army . 

128,645 

128,645 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Army  . 

180,900 

180,900 

Other  Procurement,  Army  . 

603,123 

603,123 

Joint  Improvised  Explosive  Device  Defeat  Fund  . 

1,000,000 

-151,000 

849,000 

Aircraft  Procurement,  Navy  . 

240,696 

240,696 

Weapons  Procurement,  Navy  . 

86,500 

86,500 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Navy  &  Marine  Corps . 

206,821 

206,821 

Other  Procurement,  Navy . 

17,968 

17,968 

Procurement,  Marine  Corps . 

129,584 

129,584 

Aircraft  Procurement,  Air  Force . 

115,668 

115,668 

Missile  Procurement,  Air  Force . 

24,200 

24,200 

Procurement  of  Ammunition,  Air  Force  . 

159,965 

159,965 

Other  Procurement,  Air  Force  . 

2,574,846 

2,574,846 

Procurement,  Defense-Wide . 

111,275 

111,275 

15,000 

Joint  Urgent  Operational  Needs  Fund  . 

15,000 

Subtotal,  Procurement . 

6,366,979 

-151,000 

6,215,979 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  OCO 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Army  . 

7,000 

7,000 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Navy  . 

34,426 

34,426 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Air  Force . 

9,000 

9,000 

Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation,  Defense-Wide  . 

66,208 

66,208 

Subtotal,  Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation . 

116,634 

116,634 

Operation  and  Maintenance,  OCO 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Army . 

29,279,633 

129,300 

29,408,933 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Army  Reserve  . 

42,935 

42,935 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Army  National  Guard  . 

199,371 

199,371 

Afghanistan  Security  Forces  Fund  . 

7,726,720 

7,726,720 

Afghanistan  Infrastructure  Fund . 

279,000 

-29,000 

250,000 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Navy  . 

6,067,993 

6,067,993 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps . 

2,669,815 

26,000 

2,695,815 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Navy  Reserve . 

55,700 

55,700 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Marine  Corps  Reserve . 

12,534 

12,534 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Air  Force . 

10,005,224 

10,005,224 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Air  Force  Reserve  . 

32,849 

32,849 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Air  National  Guard . 

22,200 

22,200 
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FY  2014 
Request 

Senate 

Change 

Senate 

Authorized 

Operation  &  Maintenance,  Defense-Wide  . 

6,435,078 

7,000 

6,442,078 

Subtotal,  Operation  and  Maintenance  . 

62,829,052 

133,300 

62,962,352 

Military  Personnel,  OCO 

Military  Personnel  Appropriations  . 

9,689,307 

9,689,307 

Medicare-Eligible  Retiree  Health  Fund  Contributions . 

164,033 

164,033 

Subtotal,  Military  Personnel  . 

9,853,340 

9,853,340 

Other  Authorizations,  OCO 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Army  . 

44,732 

44,732 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Air  Force  . 

88,500 

88,500 

Working  Capital  Fund,  Defense-Wide . 

131,678 

131,678 

Defense  Health  Program  . 

904,201 

904,201 

Drug  Interdiction  &  Counter-Drug  Activities,  Defense  . 

376,305 

376,305 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General . 

10,766 

10,766 

Subtotal,  Other  Authorizations  . 

1,556,182 

1,556,182 

Total,  National  Defense,  OCO  Budget  . 

80,722,187 

-17,700 

80,704,487 

MEMORANDUM:  SUMMARY  TOTALS 

Department  of  Defense-Military,  Base  Budget  (051)  . 

...  526,572,463 

-4,184 

526,568,279 

Department  of  Defense-Military,  OCO  Budget  (051)  . 

80,722,187 

-17,700 

80,704,487 

Total,  Department  of  Defense-Military  (051)  . 

...  607,294,650 

-21,884 

607,272,766 

Atomic  energy  defense  activities,  Base  Budget  (053)  . 

17,858,373 

-16,000 

17,842,373 

Total,  National  Defense  (050) . 

...  625,153,023 

-37,884 

625,115,139 

MEMORANDUM:  NON-DEFENSE  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Title  XIV — Armed  Forces  Retirement  Home  (Function  600)  . 

67,800 

67,800 

MEMORANDUM:  TRANSFER  AUTHORITIES  (NON-ADDS) 

Title  X — General  Transfer  Authority  (non-add)  . 

....  [4,000,000] 

[4,000,000] 

Title  XV — Special  Transfer  Authority  (non-add)  . 

....  [4,000,000] 

[4,000,000] 

NATIONAL  DEFENSE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY 
IMPLICATION 


(273) 
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NATIONAL  DEFENSE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  IMPLICATION 

(In  Thousands  of  Dollars) 


FY  2014  Senate  Senate 

Request  Change  Authorized 


Defense  Discretionary  Authorizations 
(Programs  in  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee) 


National  Defense  (050) 

Department  of  Defense-Military,  Base  Budget  (051) 
Department  of  Defense-Military,  OCO  Budget  (051)  . 
Atomic  energy  defense  activities,  Base  Budget  (053) 

Total,  National  Defense  (050)  . 


526,572,463 

-4,184 

526,568,279 

80,722,187 

-17,700 

80,704,487 

17,858,373 

-16,000 

17,842,373 

625,153,023 

-37,884 

625,115,139 

Other  Defense  Discretionary  Authorizations 

(Programs  Outside  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Armed  Services  Committees  or  Already  Authorized) 


Department  of  Defense-Military  (051) 


Defense  Production  Act  Purchases . 

25,135 

25,135 

Indefinite  Account:  Disposal  Of  DOD  Real  Property . 

10,000 

10,000 

Indefinite  Account:  Lease  Of  DOD  Real  Property  . 

30,000 

30,000 

Subtotal,  Department  of  Defense-Military  (051)  . 

65,135 

65,135 

Atomic  energy  defense  activites  (053) 

Formerly  Utilized  Sites  Remedial  Action  Program . 

104,000 

104,000 

Subtotal,  Atomic  energy  defense  activities  (053) . 

104,000 

104,000 

Defense-related  activities  (054) 

Other  Discretionary  Programs . 

7,407,000 

7,407,000 

Subtotal,  Defense-related  activities  (054) . 

7,407,000 

7,407,000 

Total,  Other  Defense  Discretionary  Authorizations  (050)  . 

7,576,135 

7,576,135 

Discretionary  Budget  Authority 

Implication  (050) 

National  Defense  (050) 

Department  of  Defense — Military  (051)  . 

607,359,785 

-21,884 

607,337,901 

Atomic  Energy  Defense  Activities  (053)  . 

17,962,373 

-16,000 

17,946,373 

Defense-Related  Activities  (054) . 

7,407,000 

7,407,000 

Total,  Discretionary  Budget  Authority  Implication,  050  . 

632,729,158 

-37,884 

632,691,274 

National  Defense  Mandatory  Programs,  Current  Law  (CBO  Estimates) 


Department  of  Defense-Military  (051) 

Concurrent  receipt  accrual  payments  to  the  Military  Retire¬ 


ment  Fund  .  7,126,000 

Revolving,  trust  and  other  DOD  Mandatory  .  1,156,000 

Offsetting  receipts  .  -1,752,000 

Subtotal,  Department  of  Defense-Military  (051)  .  6,530,000 


7,126,000 

1,156,000 

-1,752,000 

6,530,000 


Atomic  energy  defense  activites  (053) 

Energy  employees  occupational  illness  compensation  pro¬ 


grams  and  other  .  1,281,000 

Subtotal,  Atomic  energy  defense  activities  (053) .  1,281,000 


1,281,000 

1,281,000 
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FY  2014 
Request 

Senate 

Change 

Senate 

Authorized 

Defense-related  activities  (054) 

Radiation  exposure  compensation  trust  fund  . 

76,000 

76,000 

Payment  to  CIA  retirement  fund  and  other  . 

514,000 

514,000 

Subtotal,  Defense-related  activities  (054) . 

590,000 

590,000 

Total,  National  Defense  Mandatory  Programs  (050) . 

8,401,000 

8,401,000 

Discretionary  and  Mandatory  Budget  Authority  Implication  (050) 

Discretionary  and  Mandatory  Budget  Authority  Implication  (050) 

Department  of  Defense — Military  (051)  . 

613,889,785 

-21,884 

613,867,901 

Atomic  Energy  Defense  Activities  (053)  . 

19,243,373 

-16,000 

19,227,373 

Defense-Related  Activities  (054) . 

7,997,000 

7,997,000 

Total,  Budget  Authority  Implication  (050)  . 

641,130,158 

-37,884 

641,092,274 

TITLE  XLI— PROCUREMENT 


(277) 


278 
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co~  co  r^T  CM  cs?  oo  crT  co~  c-S  co  czT  r->T  cmT  ■ — T  co~  cm~  - — T  r — T 
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LEGISLATIVE  REQUIREMENTS 
Departmental  Recommendations 

Four  separate  legislative  proposals  on  the  National  Defense  Au¬ 
thorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014  were  submitted  as  executive 
communications  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Legislative  Affairs  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  subsequently  referred  to  the  committee.  Information 
on  these  executive  communications  appears  below.  All  of  these  ex¬ 
ecutive  communications  are  available  for  review  at  the  committee. 


Executive  Communication  No.  Dated  Received  in  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 


EC-1470 

EC-1552 

EC-1592 

EC-1766 


April  29,  2013 
May  7,  2013  .. 
May  20,  2013 
May  22,  2013 


May  15,  2013 
May  21,  2013 
May  23,  2013 
June  4,  2013 


On  May  23,  2013,  Senators  Levin  and  Inhofe  introduced  by  re¬ 
quest  the  administration’s  proposed  National  Defense  Authoriza¬ 
tion  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014.  This  bill — S.  1034 — was  introduced 
for  the  purpose  of  placing  the  administration’s  proposals  before 
Congress  and  the  public  without  expressing  the  views  of  Senators 
Levin  or  Inhofe  on  the  substance  of  those  proposals.  In  accordance 
with  past  practice,  the  committee  reported  an  original  bill  rather 
than  acting  on  S.  1034. 


Committee  Action 

The  committee  vote  to  report  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2014  passed  by  roll  call  vote,  23-3,  as  follows: 
In  favor:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono, 
Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte, 
Fischer,  Graham,  and  Blunt.  Opposed:  Senators  Vitter,  Lee,  and 
Cruz. 

The  13  other  roll  call  votes  on  motions  and  amendments  to  the 
bill  which  were  considered  during  the  course  of  the  full  committee 
markup  are  as  follows: 

1.  MOTION:  To  include  a  provision  that  would  require  a  review 
of  decisions  not  to  refer  charges  of  certain  sexual  offenses  to  trial 
by  court-martial. 

VOTE:  Adopted  by  roll  call  vote,  17-9. 

In  favor:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Manchin, 
Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte, 
Fischer,  Graham,  Blunt,  and  Lee. 

Opposed:  Senators  Udall,  Hagan,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand, 

Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono,  Vitter,  and  Cruz 

2.  MOTION:  To  include  multiple  provisions  addressing  sexual  as¬ 
saults  in  the  military. 

VOTE:  Adopted  by  roll  call  vote,  26-0. 

In  favor:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono, 
Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte, 
Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  None. 


428 


3.  MOTION:  To  conduct  full  Committee  markups  in  closed  ses¬ 
sion  because  classified  information  will  be  discussed. 

VOTE:  Adopted  by  roll  call  vote,  20-6. 

In  favor:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  Udall,  Hagan,  Manchin, 
Donnelly,  Hirono,  Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Cham¬ 
bliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte,  Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  and  Blunt. 

Opposed:  Senators  McCaskill,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal, 
Lee,  and  Cruz. 

4.  MOTION:  To  include  a  provision  exempting  the  Department  of 
Defense  from  alternative  fuel  procurement  requirement. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  13-13. 

In  favor:  Senators  Manchin,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Cham¬ 
bliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte,  Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and 
Cruz. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono,  Kaine,  and 
King 

5.  MOTION:  To  include  a  provision  for  limitations  on  allowable 
costs  of  salaries  of  contractor  employees. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  12-14. 

In  favor:  Senators  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono,  King,  and  Vit¬ 
ter. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Shaheen,  Kaine,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Ses¬ 
sions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte,  Fischer,  Graham,  Blunt,  Lee,  and 
Cruz. 

6.  MOTION:  To  include  an  alternative  provision  providing  for 
limitations  on  allowable  costs  of  salaries  of  contractor  employees. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  6-20. 

In  favor:  Senators  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker, 
and  Graham. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono, 
Kaine,  King,  Ayotte,  Fischer,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

7.  MOTION:  To  include  a  provision  for  cost  comparison  for  pro¬ 
curement  of  alternative  fuel. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  12-14. 

In  favor:  Senators  Manchin,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Cham¬ 
bliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono,  Kaine,  King, 
and  Fischer. 

8.  MOTION:  To  include  a  provision  requiring  certification  for 
biofuel  refinery  construction. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  11-15. 

In  favor:  Senators  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker, 
Ayotte,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono, 
Kaine,  King,  and  Fischer. 

9.  MOTION:  To  include  report  language  addressing  the  use  of 
amounts  authorized  for  base  defense  requirements  to  pay  for 
warfighting  costs  of  Overseas  Contingency  Operations. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  12-14. 
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In  favor:  Senators  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker, 
Ayotte,  Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono, 
Kaine,  and  King. 

10.  MOTION:  To  strike  a  provision  that  would  restore  the  pre¬ 
vious  policy  regarding  restrictions  on  use  of  Department  of  Defense 
medical  facilities. 

VOTE:  Adopted  by  roll  call  vote,  15-11. 

In  favor:  Senators  Nelson,  Manchin,  Donnelly,  Inhofe,  McCain, 
Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte,  Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter, 
Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan,  Sha¬ 
heen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Hirono,  Kaine,  and  King. 

11.  MOTION:  To  include  a  provision  to  enhance  the  protection  of 
rights  of  conscience  of  members  of  the  armed  forces  and  chaplains 
of  such  members. 

VOTE:  Adopted  by  roll  call  vote,  19-7. 

In  favor:  Senators  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Hagan,  Manchin,  Donnelly, 
Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte, 
Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Udall,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand, 
Blumenthal,  and  Hirono. 

12.  MOTION:  To  strike  the  one-year  extension  and  modification 
of  authority  for  program  to  develop  and  carry  out  infrastructure 
projects  in  Afghanistan  and  require  a  report  on  transition  of  project 
management. 

VOTE:  Failed  by  roll  call  vote,  7-19. 

In  favor:  Senators  McCaskill,  Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand, 
Blumenthal,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  Udall,  Hagan,  Donnelly, 
Hirono,  Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker, 
Ayotte,  Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  and  Blunt. 

13.  MOTION:  To  restrict  funding  for  the  Task  Force  for  Business 
and  Stability  Operations  in  Afghanistan. 

VOTE:  Adopted  by  roll  call  vote,  26-0. 

In  favor:  Senators  Levin,  Reed,  Nelson,  McCaskill,  Udall,  Hagan, 
Manchin,  Shaheen,  Gillibrand,  Blumenthal,  Donnelly,  Hirono, 
Kaine,  King,  Inhofe,  McCain,  Sessions,  Chambliss,  Wicker,  Ayotte, 
Fischer,  Graham,  Vitter,  Blunt,  Lee,  and  Cruz. 

Opposed:  None. 

Congressional  Budget  Office  Cost  Estimate 

It  was  not  possible  to  include  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
cost  estimate  on  this  legislation  because  it  was  not  available  at  the 
time  the  report  was  filed.  It  will  be  included  in  material  presented 
during  Senate  floor  debate  on  the  legislation. 

Regulatory  Impact 

Paragraph  11(b)  of  rule  XXVI  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  requires  that  a  report  on  the  regulatory  impact  of  the  bill  be 
included  in  the  report  on  the  bill.  The  committee  finds  that  there 
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is  no  regulatory  impact  in  the  case  of  the  National  Defense  Author¬ 
ization  Bill  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph  12  of  rule  XXVI  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  the  changes  in  existing  law  made  by 
certain  portions  of  the  bill  have  not  been  shown  in  this  section  of 
the  report  because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  it  is  necessary 
to  dispense  with  showing  such  changes  in  order  to  expedite  the 
business  of  the  Senate  and  reduce  the  expenditure  of  funds. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  INHOFE 

One  of  the  defining  characteristics  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services 
Committee  is  its  Members’  ability  to  put  partisan  considerations 
aside  and  work  together  toward  enhancing  our  national  security, 
increasing  the  capabilities  of  our  armed  forces,  and  providing  a  bet¬ 
ter  quality  of  life  for  our  service  members.  This  is  not  to  mean  the 
Members  of  the  Committee  do  not  have  differences  of  opinion  re¬ 
garding  important  policy  matters.  However,  the  Members  of  the 
Committee  and  I  are  grateful  for  Chairman  Levin’s  leadership  and 
his  tireless  commitment  to  ensure  every  Member’s  concerns  are 
heard  and  considered. 

In  order  to  further  the  Committee’s  goals  of  enhancing  our  na¬ 
tional  security  and  increasing  the  capabilities  of  our  armed  forces, 
as  Ranking  Member,  I  developed  a  list  of  policy  areas  on  which  I 
will  place  particular  importance.  I  am  pleased  to  report  significant 
progress  has  been  made  in  each  of  these  policy  areas  during  the 
Committee’s  consideration  of  the  Fiscal  Year  2014  National  De¬ 
fense  Authorization  bill,  but  more  needs  to  be  done. 

Missile  Defense  and  Nuclear  Modernization 

In  the  area  of  Missile  Defense,  the  Committee  agreed  to  an 
amendment  offered  by  Senator  Ayotte  and  myself  which  added  an 
additional  $30  million  for  the  deployment  of  an  X-band  radar,  or 
other  comparable  sensor,  to  enhance  the  defense  of  the  homeland 
against  long-range  ballistic  missile  threats.  Deployed  in  a  location 
optimized  for  the  defense  of  the  East  Coast,  this  radar  will  be  an 
important  step  toward  providing  a  more  effective  defense  against 
the  growing  nuclear  and  ballistic  missile  threat  from  Iran.  But  this 
is  not  sufficient.  Congress  should  direct  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  begin  deployment  of  an  additional  homeland  missile  defense  in¬ 
terceptor  site  to  better  defend  the  East  Coast.  Since  an  East  Coast 
anti-ballistic  missile  interceptor  site  was  included  in  the  House’s 
version  of  the  Defense  Authorization  bill,  it  is  my  hope  that  contin¬ 
ued  progress  in  this  area  will  occur  during  the  Conference  Com¬ 
mittee.  Separately,  I  secured  an  “Item  of  Special  Interest”  in  the 
bill  encouraging  the  Missile  Defense  Agency  to  develop  a  next  gen¬ 
eration  advanced  kill  vehicle  for  the  ground-based  interceptor.  This 
will  further  enable  our  defenses  to  stay  ahead  of  future  threats. 

Regarding  the  modernization  of  our  nuclear  forces,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  agreed  to  fully  fund  the  President’s  budget  request.  How¬ 
ever,  the  amount  requested  by  the  administration  for  the  National 
Nuclear  Security  Administration  was  $285  million  less  than  com¬ 
mitment  for  Fiscal  Year  2014  made  by  the  President  during  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  New  START  Treaty.  The  bill  also  contains  a  legisla- 
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tive  provision  reaffirming  Congress’  commitment  to  modernize  our 
triad  of  nuclear  delivery  systems,  which  consists  of  bombers,  inter¬ 
continental  ballistic  missiles  and  ballistic  missile  submarines.  Most 
importantly,  this  legislation  also  includes  support  for  the  renewal 
of  our  nuclear  weapons  production  capabilities. 

In  addition,  to  prevent  the  President  from  contemplating  unilat¬ 
eral  nuclear  force  reductions  below  New  START  Treaty  levels  or 
entering  into  an  executive  agreement  with  the  Russian  President, 
I  authored  an  amendment  expressing  the  Sense  of  Congress  that 
any  future  reductions  in  our  nuclear  forces  must  take  place  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Unfortunately,  due  to 
jurisdiction  issues,  this  amendment  was  ruled  out  of  order.  How¬ 
ever,  I  am  committed  to  offering  this  amendment  again  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  floor. 

Acquisition  Reform 

Despite  important  reforms  such  as  the  Weapon  Systems  Acquisi¬ 
tion  Reform  Act  of  2009,  defense  acquisition  programs  continue  to 
be  behind  schedule  and  over  budget.  During  this  period  of  budget 
austerity,  it  is  critical  every  taxpayer  dollar  allocated  to  defense  ac¬ 
quisition  be  spent  prudently.  Accordingly,  I  initiated  a  number  of 
reforms  which  were  included  in  the  Defense  Authorization  bill. 
These  include  a  section  which  authorizes  the  Comptroller  General 
to  review  the  Department  of  Defense’s  processes  for  the  acquisition 
of  major  weapons  systems.  The  objective  of  the  review  is  to  identify 
those  acquisition  processes  that  provide  no  value,  little  value,  or 
which  value  is  outweighed  by  the  creation  of  additional  costs  and 
schedule  delays.  The  recommendations  of  the  report  can  then  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  next  year’s  Defense  Authorization  bill  to  create  great¬ 
er  efficiencies  and  savings  in  the  acquisition  realm. 

In  addition,  I  was  able  to  place  in  the  bill  a  second  Comptroller 
General  review  based  upon  the  acquisition  reform  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  2010  Quadrennial  Defense  Review’s  Independent 
Panel.  Specifically,  the  review  will  evaluate  the  Panel’s  rec¬ 
ommendation  to  place  greater  emphasis  on  the  role  of  the  armed 
services,  in  particular  the  respective  Secretaries  and  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  in  the  acquisition  of  weapons  systems.  As  a  result,  it  is  my 
hope  the  review  will  identify  new  management  models  to  increase 
the  effectiveness  of  the  acquisition  system. 

Readiness  and  Capabilities 

I  am  very  concerned  about  the  rapid  degradation  of  military  ca¬ 
pabilities  of  both  our  forces  engaged  in  combat  and  those  preparing 
for  the  next  contingency  operation.  This  deterioration  is  a  result  of 
the  administration’s  decision  to  cut  Defense  budgets  by  over  $600 
billion  over  ten  years  and  is  in  addition  to  those  cuts  required  by 
sequestration. 

Accordingly,  I  crafted  several  provisions  included  in  the  bill 
which  are  designed  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Committee  to  the 
negative  effects  of  sequestration,  in  particular  the  pending  reality 
of  a  hollow  force.  In  addition,  I  added  language  requiring  each 
branch  of  the  Armed  Forces  to  establish  a  long-term  plan  and  in¬ 
vestment  strategy  for  the  reconstitution  of  military  equipment 
being  returned  from  Afghanistan. 
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I  was  also  pleased  to  work  with  the  Chairman  to  establish  a  new 
authority  to  allow  the  Department  of  Defense  to  transfer  funds  to 
a  new  Readiness  Restoration  Account.  This  account  will  permit  the 
Department  to  transfer  funds  from  lower  priorities  to  more  critical 
areas,  such  as  military  training  and  the  maintenance  of  military 
equipment. 

Threat,  Strategy  and  Resources 

In  an  era  of  fiscal  austerity,  our  strategies  and  resources  must 
be  tightly  matched  to  confront  looming  threats.  Therefore,  I  strong¬ 
ly  supported  a  report  to  assess  the  capabilities  of  stealth,  fifth  gen¬ 
eration  Chinese  fighter  aircraft  and  their  potential  impact  to  our 
Pacific  strategy.  This  assessment  will  also  review  the  capabilities 
of  the  Taiwanese  Air  Force. 

In  the  Middle  East,  $75  million  under  the  Cooperative  Threat 
Reduction  program  was  allocated  towards  reducing  the  threat  of 
Syrian  chemical  weapon  proliferation.  As  part  of  this  effort,  $150 
million  was  also  allotted  to  assist  the  Jordanian  Armed  Forces  with 
their  security  operations  on  its  border  with  Syria. 

As  the  events  in  Benghazi  highlighted,  U.S.  Africa  Command 
(“AFRICOM”)  has  not  received  sufficient  resources  to  thoroughly 
counter  the  growing  terrorist  threat  in  North  Africa.  One  of  the  les¬ 
sons  learned  from  this  tragedy  is  in  order  to  meet  the  threats  of 
today  and  tomorrow  we  must  adopt  an  interagency  strategy  which 
is  designed  to  overcome  the  challenges  which  confront  not  just  one 
nation  but  the  region  as  a  whole.  Accordingly,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  is  directed  to  review  AFRICOM’s  rapid  reaction  assets  and 
develop  a  regional  strategy  which  addresses  the  terrorist  threat  in 
North  Africa. 

In  addition,  the  bill  extends  through  2018  the  Global  Train  and 
Equip  Authority.  Combat  commanders  routinely  state  this  author¬ 
ity  greatly  assists  our  forces  in  achieving  theater  counterterrorism 
and  stability  operational  objectives. 

Efficiencies 

During  sequestration  it  is  vital  we  make  every  dollar  count. 
Therefore,  I  have  worked  to  ensure,  through  report  requirements 
and  assessments  from  the  General  Accounting  Office,  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense’s  science  and  technology  efforts  are  focused  on 
current  warfighter  requirements,  quickly  transiting  technologies 
from  the  lab  to  the  battlefield,  and  eliminating  duplicative  pro¬ 
grams.  Accordingly,  the  bill  reallocates  $200  million  within  the 
science  and  technology  budget  to  more  effectively  meet  the 
warfighter’s  requirements. 

Combating  Sequestration 

The  bill  which  the  Committee  passed  provides  $526.5  billion  to 
the  Department  of  Defense.  Unfortunately,  I  do  not  believe  this  is 
a  sufficient  sum  to  adequately  confront  our  nation’s  current  and  fu¬ 
ture  threats.  However,  what  is  even  more  disturbing  is  we  are  on 
the  verge  of  cutting  the  defense  budget  even  further  as  a  new 
round  of  sequestration  is  set  to  take  effect  next  year.  These  auto¬ 
matic  and  mindless  cuts  continue  to  plague  our  military.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  sequestration  undermines  the  ability  of  military  commanders 
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to  plan,  it  wreaks  havoc  on  our  industrial  base,  and  the  resulting 
uncertainty  can  only  embolden  our  adversaries  around  the  world. 

Accordingly,  during  markup,  I  offered  a  proposal  to  cancel  se¬ 
questration  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  Fiscal  Year  2014. 
This  amendment  was  fully  paid  for  with  an  offset.  Unfortunately, 
the  Committee’s  Chairman  ruled  my  amendment  out  of  order  due 
to  a  jurisdictional  issue.  However,  I  am  not  deterred  and  I  am 
strongly  considering  offering  this  amendment  again  during  the 
bill’s  consideration  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Ending  Sexual  Assault  in  the  Military 

Ending  the  scourge  of  sexual  assault  in  our  nation’s  military  is 
one  of  my  highest  priorities.  The  issue  of  sexual  assault  requires 
vigorous  and  continuous  oversight  to  ensure  its  complete  eradi¬ 
cation  from  our  military  forces.  However,  I  believe  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  solve  this  problem  is  by  better  utilizing  one  of  the  mili¬ 
tary’s  greatest  strengths:  the  chain  of  command.  Therefore,  I  was 
grateful  to  work  with  Chairman  Levin  to  craft  reforms  which  will 
better  ensure  justice  is  done  while  maintaining  the  chain  of  com¬ 
mand.  Specifically,  the  Levin/Inhofe  amendment,  which  was  adopt¬ 
ed,  requires  a  higher  level  of  review  when  a  commander  decides  not 
to  prosecute  a  sexual  assault  allegation.  This  higher  review  will  go 
all  the  way  to  the  respective  service  Secretary  when  a  commander 
disagrees  with  a  military  lawyer’s  recommendation  to  prosecute  a 
sexual  offense. 

In  addition,  recently,  there  have  been  a  small  number  of  cases 
where  a  commander  has  overturned  a  sexual  assault  conviction.  To 
address  this  issue,  Senator  Graham  offered  an  amendment  which 
restricts  the  ability  of  a  commander  to  modify  court-martial  find¬ 
ings  of  guilty  for  a  sexual  offense.  I  look  forward  to  the  reconsider¬ 
ation  of  the  Graham  Amendment  when  the  bill  is  brought  to  the 
Senate  floor  later  this  year. 

Guantanamo  Bay  Detainees 

This  year’s  Senate  Defense  Authorization  bill’s  provisions  regard¬ 
ing  Guantanamo  Bay  detainees  are  a  fundamental  shift  from  poli¬ 
cies  enacted  in  previous  years’  Defense  Authorization  Acts.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  this  bill  creates  large  loopholes  which,  if  enacted,  will  result 
in  the  transfer  of  detainees  to  the  shores  of  our  country  and  permit 
their  easier  conveyance  to  foreign  countries.  This  contrasts  sharply 
with  previous  years’  legislation  which  ensured  detainees  would  not 
be  brought  to  the  United  States  and  would  not  be  transferred  to 
other  countries  unless  reasonable  conditions  were  met.  Adding  to 
my  agitation  on  this  matter,  is  that  previous  years’  statutes  were 
built  upon  a  bipartisan  consensus,  consistent  with  public  opinion, 
which  was  formed  after  years  of  congressional  debate  and  were 
written  to  follow  the  rulings  of  the  Supreme  Court.  Removing  these 
provisions  will  make  our  nation  less  secure.  Accordingly,  I  will  res¬ 
olutely  oppose  the  inclusion  of  these  proposed  sections  in  the  final 
Fiscal  Year  2014  National  Defense  Authorization  Act. 
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Putting  the  So-Called  Green  Agenda  Before  the  Needs  of  the 
Warfighter 

Under  current  law,  the  Department  of  Defense  is  required  to  cer¬ 
tify  the  alternative  fuel  it  purchases  does  not  exceed  the  level  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  of  equivalent  petroleum  products.  Clear¬ 
ly,  this  statue,  Section  526  of  the  Energy  Independence  and  Secu¬ 
rity  Act  of  2007,  was  crafted  to  support  a  political  agenda  rather 
than  to  meet  the  operational  requirements  of  the  warfighter.  Spe¬ 
cifically,  this  prohibition  denies  the  Department  access  to  the  full 
range  of  synthetic  fuels  which  are  comparable  in  price  to  fossil 
fuels.  Therefore,  I  was  very  disappointed  when  an  amendment  de¬ 
signed  to  exempt  the  Department  from  the  onerous  provisions  of 
Section  526  was  not  adopted  by  the  Committee.  I  look  forward  to 
revisiting  this  issue  when  the  bill  is  considered  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

In  addition,  in  an  effort  to  create  savings  for  the  Department,  I 
offered  two  amendments  regarding  the  use  of  Defense  funds  for  a 
national  biofuels  program.  The  first  amendment  codified  the  exist¬ 
ing  policy  of  the  Department  not  to  make  bulk  purchases  of  alter¬ 
native  drop-in  replacement  fuels,  unless  those  fuels  are  cost-com¬ 
petitive  with  petroleum  products.  The  second  amendment  provided 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  the  discretion  to  assess,  in  light  of  seques¬ 
tration,  whether  continued  construction  of  a  commercial  biofuels  re¬ 
finery  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  national  defense.  I  strongly  be¬ 
lieve  the  military  is  better  served  by  cancelling  the  construction  of 
this  refinery  and  using  the  resulting  $170  million  in  savings  for 
more  urgent  priorities.  For  example,  the  $170  million  could  be  used 
to  resume  flight  training  for  10  of  the  17  Air  Force  squadrons 
which  are  currently  grounded  due  to  sequestration.  Another  possi¬ 
bility  is  to  procure  for  the  Marines  more  efficient  power  generators 
for  forward  locations  in  Afghanistan.  Pursing  this  option  will  save 
fuel,  reduce  the  number  fuel  conveys,  and  save  lives. 

Lack  of  Funding  for  Overseas  Contingency  Operations 

There  exists  no  more  important  responsibility  of  a  government 
then  to  fully  support  the  men  and  women  it  places  in  harm’s  way. 
Therefore,  I  am  astonished  neither  the  Administration  nor  the 
Committee  has  acted  to  rectify  significant  funding  shortfalls  in  ac¬ 
counts  which  are  used  to  pay  for  our  operations  in  Afghanistan  and 
maintain  the  capabilities  of  our  armed  forces. 

Congress  routinely  authorizes  funding  for  our  military  through 
two  separate  and  distinct  funding  mechanisms.  The  first  is  for 
“base”  accounts,  which  pays  for  normal  military  expenses  in  such 
areas  as  personnel  compensation,  training,  and  acquisition  of  weap¬ 
ons  systems.  The  second,  called  Overseas  Contingency  Operations 
(“OCO”)  accounts,  are  for  ongoing  combat  operations  and  respond¬ 
ing  to  humanitarian  crisis.  OCO  funds  are  usually  authorized 
through  supplemental  emergency  funding  requests  submitted  by 
the  Executive  Branch.  One  of  the  primary  benefits  of  using  these 
two  account  systems  is  to  ensure  core  defense  requirements  are  not 
sacrificed  to  pay  for  combat  and  humanitarian  operations.  There¬ 
fore,  ensuring  both  the  base  and  OCO  accounts  receive  the  appro¬ 
priate  level  of  funding  is  critical  to  maintaining  the  long-term 
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health  of  our  military  and  successfully  prosecuting  our  operations 
overseas. 

In  order  to  ensure  our  forces  receive  all  the  support  and  equip¬ 
ment  they  need,  OCO  funding  has  previously  garnered  strong  bi¬ 
partisan  support.  However,  despite  the  vital  importance  of  OCO 
funds,  currently  there  is  an  $11.0  billion  shortfall  for  Fiscal  Year 
2013.  According  to  the  Administration  this  deficit  is  a  result  of  an 
“operating  tempo  exceeding  |  the  level  anticipated,”  and  “transpor¬ 
tation  costs  are  also  higher  because  of  unanticipated  problems  with 
the  Ground  Lines  of  Communication  in  Pakistan.”  One  would  ex¬ 
pect  Congress,  working  with  the  Executive  Branch,  would  seek  an 
immediate  remedy  to  this  situation.  Therefore,  I  was  indignant  and 
shocked  when  the  Committee  did  not  rectify  this  significant  deficit 
nor  the  Administration  offer  more  than  a  partial  remedy. 

Normally,  this  situation  would  be  resolved  by  the  Executive 
Branch  requesting  additional  supplemental  appropriations.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Administration  appears  to  have  decided  not  to  pursue  this 
course  and  seeks  only  a  partial  remedy  by  transferring  $7.3  billion 
to  cover  the  shortfall  in  Fiscal  Year  2013  OCO  accounts.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  the  Department  seeks  to  transfer  $2.3  billion  from  base  read¬ 
iness  accounts,  $1.5  billion  from  cuts  to  other  defense  accounts,  and 
$3.5  billion  from  other  OCO  priorities.  However,  even  after  these 
transfers  a  $3.7  billion  deficit  will  remain.  Adding  to  this  con¬ 
sternation,  the  $3.7  billion  deficit  figure  was  only  arrived  at  after 
many  lower  priority  OCO  initiatives  were  cut.  In  addition,  the  con¬ 
tinued  reductions  in  base  defense  accounts  due  to  sequestration 
and  from  offsets  to  the  OCO  accounts  continue  to  have  a  negative 
impact  on  multiple  military  personnel  and  procurement  accounts. 
Also,  the  Administration’s  proposed  transfer  of  funds  to  offset  the 
OCO  deficit  will  consume  over  95  percent  of  the  amount  permitted 
under  the  law  to  be  reallocated,  leaving  the  Department  with  a 
limited  ability  to  respond  to  other  priorities. 

Accordingly,  to  act  as  a  catalyst  to  resolve  this  issue,  I  offered  an 
amendment  encouraging  the  Administration  to  immediately  submit 
to  Congress  an  additional  emergency  supplemental  appropriations 
request  for  Fiscal  Year  2013.  The  amendment  called  for  the  Admin¬ 
istration  to  request  sufficient  funds  to  cover  all  emerging  OCO  re¬ 
quirements,  including  the  $3.7  billion  deficit.  My  amendment  also 
encouraged  the  Department  to  restore  the  cuts  to  the  base  defense 
accounts  from  which  funds  had  been  transferred  to  OCO  accounts. 

Unfortunately,  on  a  party-line  vote,  my  amendment  was  not 
adopted.  As  a  result,  the  Committee  has  refused  to  encourage  the 
Administration  to  demonstrate  leadership  and  cooperation  with 
Congress  and  address  emerging  and  critical  warfighter  needs 
through  a  request  for  additional  OCO  funds.  This  is  a  critical  issue 
which  must  be  resolved  before  further  damage  is  incurred  not  only 
to  the  Department,  but  to  its  most  important  resource:  the 
warfighter.  Accordingly,  I  will  bring  my  amendment  to  the  Senate 
floor  for  further  consideration. 

In  conclusion,  I  have  been  able  to  incorporate  a  number  of  impor¬ 
tant  initiatives  into  the  Defense  Authorization  bill.  However,  I  view 
this  as  only  the  beginning  of  my  efforts,  as  Ranking  Member,  to  en¬ 
hance  our  national  security  and  increase  the  capabilities  of  our 
armed  forces.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  members  of  the 
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Committee  and  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  to  ensure  an  even 
greater  number  of  reforms  are  enacted  into  law. 

James  M.  Inhofe. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  McCAIN 

I  voted,  with  most  of  my  colleagues,  in  favor  of  passing  the  Fiscal 
Year  2014  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  out  of  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee.  Consideration  of  this  bill  should  be 
taken  up  by  the  full  Senate  at  the  earliest  opportunity  to  give  the 
Department  sufficient  time  to  implement  the  policies  contained 
within  it  and  to  help  the  Senate  return  to  the  regular  order  of  au¬ 
thorizing  and  appropriating  legislation.  Congress’  failure  to  author¬ 
ize  and  appropriate  in  a  timely  and  regular  way,  including  the  re¬ 
curring  use  of  Continuing  Appropriations  Resolutions,  has  perpet¬ 
uated  defense  planning  uncertainty,  wasted  untold  resources  and 
harmed  national  defense. 

The  President’s  failure  to  provide  constructive  leadership  to  avert 
budget  sequestration  has  likewise  damaged  our  defense  institu¬ 
tions;  I  remain  deeply  concerned  about  the  impact  sequester  is  hav¬ 
ing  on  the  composition  and  operational  readiness  of  our  forces.  For 
reasons  of  jurisdiction,  we  were  unable  to  fully  consider  proposals 
to  mitigate  or  nullify  the  automatic  cuts  to  defense  and  I  look  for¬ 
ward  to  debating  ways  to  solve  this  problem  before  the  full  Senate. 

The  committee  also  chose  to  defer  matters  relating  to  the  deten¬ 
tion  of  enemy  combatants  at  Guantanamo  Bay.  Having  completed 
my  most  recent  visit  to  the  detention  facility  this  month,  I  continue 
to  believe  strongly  that  it  is  in  our  national  interest  to  end  deten¬ 
tion  at  Guantanamo,  with  a  safe  and  orderly  transition  of  the  de¬ 
tainees  to  other  locations.  Much  of  the  work  necessary  to  make 
that  happen  should  take  place  in  the  public  eye  and  by  the  hand 
of  the  full  Senate. 

One  issue  we  must  continue  to  grapple  with  is  how  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  can  most  effectively  reduce  instances  of  sexual  as¬ 
sault  and  ensure  that  offenders  are  held  accountable.  This  is  a 
problem  that  threatens  the  very  fabric  of  our  military.  I  believe  it 
is  an  issue  of  defending  basic  human  rights  and  one  that,  if  left 
unaddressed,  will  undermine  the  readiness  of  our  forces — particu¬ 
larly,  the  Department’s  ability  to  recruit  and  retain  the  fighting 
force  it  needs  to  ensure  our  Nation’s  defense. 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  Vietnam  War,  we  faced  a  similar  problem 
in  dealing  with  the  scourge  of  racism  in  the  military.  We  addressed 
that  issue  decisively  and  aggressively  and  put  in  place  programs 
and  policies  that  helped  to  bring  an  end  to  a  culture  of  racism  in 
our  military.  We  must  do  the  same  thing  in  the  case  of  the  current 
sexual  assault  crisis. 

I  support  provisions  offered  by  members  of  the  committee  that 
(1)  provide  assistance  and  ease  reporting  for  victims  of  alleged  sex¬ 
ual  abuse;  (2)  strengthen  penalties  for  perpetrators  of  these  crimes; 
(3)  maintain  the  fundamental  role  of  the  chain-of-command  in  con¬ 
vening  courts  martial;  (4)  hold  commanders  accountable  for  the 
leadership  climate  they  establish;  (5)  prevent  sexual  offenders  from 
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entering  the  armed  services  or  staying  in  uniform;  and  (6)  encour¬ 
age  the  cultural  change  necessary  for  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  reduce  and  ultimately  eliminate  these  poisonous  offenses  from 
our  ranks.  I  hope  that  as  this  legislation  is  debated  on  the  Floor 
of  the  Senate,  we  can  continue  to  build  on  that  consensus  to  ensure 
that  this  problem  is  addressed  effectively  and  responsibly. 

Also,  I  believe  that  Congress’  and  the  Department  of  Defense’s 
understanding  of  the  nature  and  scope  of  the  problem  of  sexual  as¬ 
sault  in  the  military  is  in  need  of  refinement.  To  this  end,  policy¬ 
makers  and  military  leaders  would  benefit  from  a  survey  that  fol¬ 
lows  up  on  the  Department’s  most  recent  gross  estimate  by,  among 
other  things,  categorizing  the  types  of  reported  offenses. 

The  Joint  Strike  Fighter  (JSF)  program  continues  to  attract  sig¬ 
nificant  congressional  oversight — as  befits  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense’s  largest  weapons  procurement  program.  After  years  of  help¬ 
ing  to  oversee  how  the  JSF  program  is  being  managed  and  legislate 
changes  to  it,  I  am  pleased  to  see  signs  that  the  Department  may 
be  finally  containing  excessive  cost  growth  in  this  top  defense  pro¬ 
curement  priority.  In  a  March  2013  report,  the  Government  Ac¬ 
countability  Office  (GAO)  described  this  program  as  “moving  in  the 
right  direction”.  On  May  23,  the  Department  of  Defense  released 
its  latest  JSF  Selected  Acquisition  Report,  announcing  a  1.1  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  the  overall  program  cost  of  the  JSF — a  $4.5  bil¬ 
lion  savings  from  the  previous  estimate.  While  these  reports  sug¬ 
gest  improvements,  Congress  must  continue  to  scrutinize  this  criti¬ 
cally  important  program  to  ensure  that  they  endure. 

In  support  of  its  oversight  role,  the  Subcommitee  on  Seapower  in¬ 
vestigated  a  number  of  Navy  shipbuilding  and  weapons  program 
this  year.  Late  last  year,  GAO  reported  notable  but  limited  im¬ 
provement  in  how  effectively  the  Department  has  been  able  to  hold 
down  excessive  cost  growth  in  its  major  defense  acquisition  pro¬ 
grams  since  the  enactment  of  the  2009  Weapons  Systems  Acquisi¬ 
tion  Reform  Act.  But,  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Navy 
continue  to  structure  excessive  concurrency  between  development 
and  production  into  its  strategies  to  acquire  its  largest  weapon  sys¬ 
tems,  which  exposes  these  programs  to  the  risk  of  excessive  cost  in¬ 
creases  and  schedule  slips  late  in  production.  In  some  Navy  ship 
construction  programs  this  has  been  manifested  in  dangerously 
high-risk  development  schedules  and  accelerated  procurement 
plans  while  delivering  uncertain  capabilities  amidst  constantly 
shifting  requirements. 

The  current  Littoral  Combat  Ship  (LCS)  program  is  a  good  exam¬ 
ple  of  the  foregoing  dynamics  and  represents  a  departure  from  the 
program  that  was  first  envisioned  a  decade  ago  by  Admiral  Vern 
Clark.  After  having  originally  doubled  over  its  original  estimate, 
the  current  cost  per  seaframe  has  stabilized  for  the  moment.  But, 
major  challenges  abound  that  threaten  whether  this  program  will 
indeed  be  able  to  deliver  intended  combat  capability.  The  decision 
to  use  a  commercial  hull  has  not  resulted  in  a  shortened  fielding 
period;  the  two-variant  seaframe  acquisition  has  resulted  in  de¬ 
creased  commonality;  and  capabilities  for  the  seaframes  and  mis¬ 
sion  modules  are  still  unknown  and  untested.  Yet,  the  Navy  con¬ 
tinues  with  the  retirement  of  the  patrol  craft,  frigates,  and  mine¬ 
sweepers  that  LCS  was  intended  to  replace. 
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Despite  the  risks,  the  Navy  plans  for  52  LCS  to  comprise  one 
third  of  the  Navy’s  total  surface  combatant  fleet  by  2028.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  according  to  schedules  provided  by  the  Navy,  by  the  time  inte¬ 
grated  LCS  capabilities  are  tested — in  2019 — the  Navy  will  have 
procured  or  put  under  contract  more  than  half  of  the  total  number 
of  seaframes  planned  for  purchase. 

Four  reports  issued  in  the  last  year  have  raised  significant  ques¬ 
tions  as  to  whether  LCS,  as  currently  designed,  has  the  capabilities 
to  meet  combatant  requirements  for  the  next  thirty  years.  An  inter¬ 
nal  Navy  report  issued  in  2012  raised  fundamental  questions  about 
LCS’  suitability,  lethality,  and  survivability.  A  recent  draft  GAO 
report  is  equally  critical  of  the  program,  stating  that  “[njeither 
Congress  nor  the  Navy  can  be  certain  that  the  LCS  is  the  right  sys¬ 
tem  to  meet  the  warfighter  needs  .  .  .  the  apparent  disconnect  be¬ 
tween  the  LCS  acquisition  strategy  and  the  needs  of  the  end  users 
suggest  that  a  pause  is  needed.” 

The  Navy  has  spent  some  $12  billion  on  LCS  to  date  and  is  plan¬ 
ning  to  spend  another  $28  billion  through  2034.  At  this  point  pro¬ 
gram  we  need  an  honest,  objective  look  at  the  requirements,  capa¬ 
bilities,  and  current  acquisition  strategy  for  LCS.  I  encourage  my 
colleagues  to  consider  a  reporting  requirement  that  would  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  submit  to  Congress  specific  certifi¬ 
cations  on  LCS  acquisition  milestones  and  capabilities  before  being 
authorized  to  obligate  funds  for  LCS  21  and  beyond. 

The  Ford  Class  Aircraft  Carrier  program  is  also  at  risk  of  signifi¬ 
cant  and  continued  cost  increases  and  major  schedule  slips.  The 
committee  approved  the  Navy’s  request  to  increase  the  statutory 
cost  cap  on  the  lead  ship,  CVN-78  with  the  acknowledgment  that 
first-in-class  ships  often  experience  cost  growth  as  new  systems  are 
designed,  integrated  and  tested.  These  challenges  must  be  over¬ 
come  and  contained  in  the  first  ship — not  allowed  to  continue  with 
subsequent  ship  builds.  I  am  concerned  that  the  Navy  is  rushing 
to  put  the  second  ship,  CVN-79,  on  contract  before  the  costs  of  the 
first  ship  have  stabilized. 

If  allowed  to  continue  on  their  current  path,  the  Navy  will  put 
CVN-79  on  a  fixed-price  construction  contract  early  in  the  fall  of 
2013 — before  the  ship  has  a  complete  design  and  bill  of  materials; 
before  having  a  firm  set  of  stable  requirements;  before  testing  crit¬ 
ical  new  technologies  including  aircraft  launch  and  retrieval  sys¬ 
tems  and  a  new  radar;  and  before  the  ship  has  an  optimal  build 
plan.  This  fundamentally  deviates  from  widely-recognized  commer¬ 
cial  shipbuilding  practices  and  would  expose  the  program  to  an  un¬ 
reasonable  risk  of  excessive  cost  growth  and  schedule  slips. 

The  Navy  reports  that  design  work  on  CVN-78  is  not  yet  final¬ 
ized,  construction  is  60%  complete  and  behind  schedule,  critical 
systems  testing  is  behind  schedule,  and  that  no  integration  testing 
has  occurred.  Yet,  despite  a  great  deal  of  residual  risk  and  uncer¬ 
tainty  in  the  lead  ship,  the  Navy  continues  to  plan  a  September 
2013  multi-billion,  sole  source  construction  contract  award  for  the 
second  ship.  This  course  of  action  would  increase  the  likelihood  of 
frequent  change  orders  to  the  contract  as  technical  difficulties, 
which  should  have  been  addressed  in  the  first-in-class  ship,  have 
to  be  solved,  at  great  expense,  in  the  second  ship. 
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I  want  to  ensure  the  cost-saving  efforts  proposed  by  the  Navy  in 
its  recent  report  to  Congress  will  be  achieved.  This  can  be  done 
without  delaying  the  delivery  of  CVN-79  to  the  fleet.  I  strongly  en¬ 
courage  my  colleagues  to  consider  measures  that  would  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  have  a  greater  degree  of  certainty  about 
the  design  and  cost  of  CVN-78  before  awarding  a  construction  con¬ 
tract  for  CVN-79. 

John  McCain. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  MS.  AYOTTE 

Building  on  its  well-deserved  reputation  for  bipartisanship  in 
support  of  our  men  and  women  in  uniform  and  American  national 
security,  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  (SASC)  voted  over¬ 
whelmingly  to  approve  its  version  of  the  fiscal  year  (FY)  2014  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Authorization  Act  (NDAA).  In  today’s  partisan  cli¬ 
mate  in  Washington,  this  act  of  bipartisanship  is  worth  noting. 
While  this  bill  is  not  perfect,  there  are  several  praiseworthy  compo¬ 
nents  in  areas  related  to  contingency  contracting,  military  sexual 
assault,  our  attack  submarine  fleet,  and  acquisition  reform.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  concerns  regarding  the  components  of  the  bill  related 
to  Guantanamo  that  are  highlighted  in  a  separate  additional  views 
section,  I  also  remain  very  concerned  about  the  impact  that  defense 
sequestration  is  having  on  our  men  and  women  in  uniform  and  our 
nation’s  military  readiness. 

Never  Contract  with  the  Enemy 

The  federal  government  has  a  deep  moral  obligation  to  serve  as 
a  responsible  steward  of  the  people’s  tax  dollars.  Congress  must 
conduct  rigorous  oversight  of  federal  spending  to  eliminate  fraud, 
waste,  and  abuse.  Especially  at  a  time  when  our  nation  has  in¬ 
curred  approximately  $17  trillion  in  debt,  we  simply  cannot  afford 
to  allow  our  tax  dollars  to  be  misspent. 

When  the  United  States  engages  in  contracting  overseas  we  must 
ensure  our  tax  dollars  do  not  end  up  in  the  hands  of  our  enemies. 
Our  troops  should  never  have  to  worry  that  American  tax  dollars 
are  funding  those  with  whom  they  are  fighting  on  the  battlefield. 

As  we  have  conducted  more  rigorous  oversight  of  U.S.  contracting 
overseas,  particularly  where  the  U.S.  has  spent  billions  of  dollars 
in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  it  has  become  clear  that  acquisition  laws 
and  regulations — as  well  as  existing  oversight  mechanisms  within 
the  Pentagon,  the  State  Department,  and  U.S.  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development  (USAID) — are  dramatically  insufficient  to 
addressing  the  contracting  challenges. 

From  2002  to  2011,  the  Commission  on  Wartime  Contracting 
conservatively  estimated  that  $31  billion  to  $60  billion  in  contracts 
were  lost  to  waste  and  fraud. 

Even  worse,  the  Commission  found  that  the  second  largest  source 
of  income  for  insurgents  in  Afghanistan  has  been  U.S.  contracting 
dollars.  Whether  through  negligence  or  the  deliberate  actions  of 
malign  actors,  these  contracts  sometimes  result  in  taxpayer  funds 
being  diverted  to  our  enemies. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  this  unacceptable  situation  was  that  our 
acquisition  officials  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  were  often  operating 
under  laws  and  regulations  that  were  designed  for  contracting  in 
the  United  States  during  peacetime,  not  in  Baghdad  or  Bagram 
during  wartime. 
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As  a  result,  once  we  discovered  that  a  U.S.  contract  was  allowing 
money  to  end  up  in  the  hands  of  our  enemies,  it  would  take  far  too 
long  to  terminate  the  contract  and  end  the  flow  of  contract  funds 
to  those  who  were  opposing  the  United  States. 

In  February  2011,  I  teamed  up  with  Senator  Scott  Brown  (R-MA) 
to  introduce  S.  341,  The  No  Contracting  with  the  Enemy  Act.  We 
then  worked  with  SASC  to  include  key  elements  of  our  legislation 
in  the  FY  2012  NDAA.  These  Section  841  and  842  authorities  gave 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  acquisition  officials  in  Afghanistan 
the  ability  to  more  quickly  sever  ties  with  contractors  who  funnel 
taxpayer  resources  to  those  who  oppose  the  United  States. 

Since  December  2011,  these  authorities  have  enabled  the  Central 
Command  Commander  to  identify  four  Afghan  vendors  and  28  enti¬ 
ties  associated  with  these  four  vendors  that  have  been  engaged  in 
hostile  activities,  resulting  in  the  termination  of  10  subcontracts 
with  foreign  vendors  and  withholding  of  funds  from  one  foreign 
prime  contractor.  These  termination  actions  have  resulted  in  ap¬ 
proximately  $31  million  in  savings. 

While  the  Section  841  and  842  authorities  were  a  major  step  in 
the  right  direction,  more  can  and  should  be  done.  To  expand  and 
enhance  the  authorities  that  were  established  in  2011,  on  April  9, 
2013,  Senator  Richard  Blumenthal  (D-CT)  and  I  introduced  the  bi¬ 
partisan  S.  675,  The  Never  Contract  with  the  Enemy  Act.  I  am 
pleased  that  key  components  of  our  bill  are  included  in  this  Com¬ 
mittee-approved  NDAA.  Among  other  improvements,  the  language 
in  this  year’s  bill  expands  these  authorities  to  all  geographic  com¬ 
batant  commands,  extends  the  authorities  which  would  have  ex¬ 
pired  in  December  2014  until  December  2018,  and  lowers  the  con¬ 
tract  threshold  from  $100,000  to  $20,000. 

I  look  forward  to  ensuring  this  important  language  is  in  the  final 
NDAA.  I  also  look  forward  to  working  with  other  committees  and 
the  full  Senate  to  ensure  these  authorities  are  available  to  acquisi¬ 
tion  officials  outside  of  DoD. 

S.  675  seeks  to  expand  these  essential  authorities  to  acquisition 
officials  in  the  entire  federal  government.  Yet,  in  the  SASC-ap- 
proved  NDAA,  while  we  were  able  to  expand  these  authorities  to 
all  geographic  combatant  commands  within  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  due  to  jurisdictional  constraints,  we  were  not  able  to  expand 
these  authorities  to  acquisition  officials  outside  of  the  Department 
of  Defense. 

As  General  Joseph  Dunford,  the  commander  of  all  U.S.  and  coali¬ 
tion  forces  in  Afghanistan,  testified  on  April  16,  2013,  it  is  essential 
that  acquisition  officials  outside  the  Department  of  Defense  possess 
the  same  authorities  to  quickly  terminate  contracts.  In  addition  to 
endorsing  our  legislation,  he  testified  that  it  will  be  “critical”  that 
the  State  Department  and  USAID  have  the  same  authorities  to 
cancel  contracts  as  DoD  so  that  we  “don’t  contract  with  the  enemy.” 
He  said  that,  “Expanding  that  [authority]  to  include  non-DoD  orga¬ 
nizations  makes  a  lot  of  sense.” 

In  addition,  the  Special  Inspector  General  for  Afghanistan  Recon¬ 
struction  (SIGAR)  and  the  Special  Inspector  General  for  Iraq  Re¬ 
construction  (SIGIR)  have  endorsed  our  efforts  to  expand  these  au¬ 
thorities  to  all  federal  government  acquisition  officials  operating 
overseas. 
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I  look  forward  to  working  with  members  of  both  parties  to 
strengthen  current  laws  and  regulations  to  make  sure  the  federal 
government  serves  as  a  responsible  steward  of  our  tax  dollars  and 
to  ensure  our  resources  do  not  end  up  in  the  hands  of  our  enemies. 

Military  Sexual  Assault 

The  prevalence  of  sexual  assaults  occurring  in  the  military  rep¬ 
resents  a  serious  threat  to  the  honor  and  dignity  of  our  men  and 
women  who  serve  in  uniform  and  to  the  readiness  and  cohesion  of 
our  units.  The  status  quo  is  simply  unacceptable,  and  I  am  pleased 
that  this  committee  has  so  openly  and  passionately  discussed  how 
to  best  stop  sexual  assaults  from  occurring  in  our  military.  A  real 
solution  to  this  growing  problem  is  past  due. 

I  believe  we  have  developed  a  strong  and  appropriate  legislative 
response  to  aggressively  combat  this  issue,  including  reforms  to  the 
legal  framework  under  which  these  crimes  are  prosecuted  and  pro¬ 
viding  additional  protections  and  resources  to  victims  of  these  ter¬ 
rible  crimes. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  bill  incorporates  several  key  provisions  of 
S.  871,  The  Combating  Military  Sexual  Assault  Act,  which  I  coau¬ 
thored  with  Senator  Patty  Murray  (D-WA)  and  which  has  more 
than  37  cosponsors.  Our  provisions,  which  were  included  in  the 
SASC-approved  bill,  will  provide  sexual  assault  victims  in  all  mili¬ 
tary  branches  with  Special  Victims’  Counsel  (SVC) — a  trained  mili¬ 
tary  lawyer  to  guide  a  victim  through  the  legal  process.  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff  General  Mark  Welsh  testified  before  this  committee 
that  responses  of  victims  in  the  Air  Force’s  SVC  pilot  program  have 
been  “overwhelmingly  positive.”  Furthermore,  Chairman  Martin 
Dempsey  supports  “providing  victims  of  sexual  assault  this  impor¬ 
tant  resource.”  The  defense  bill  includes  our  provisions  that  en¬ 
hance  responsibilities  for  the  Pentagon’s  Sexual  Assault  Prevention 
and  Response  Office  and  provide  Sexual  Assault  Response  Coordi¬ 
nators  to  members  of  the  National  Guard  and  Reserve. 

In  addition,  I  was  a  cosponsor  of  Chairman  Carl  Levin’s  (D-MI) 
amendment,  which  modifies  the  disposition  authority  in  cases  of 
certain  sex-related  crimes.  The  Chairman’s  amendment  provides 
for  the  review  of  a  convening  authority’s  (CA’s)  decision  not  to  take 
charges  of  certain  sexual  offenses  to  trial  by  court-martial  in  all  in¬ 
stances — both  when  a  staff  Judge  Advocate  General  (JAG)  rec¬ 
ommends  that  such  charges  be  taken  to  trial  by  court-martial  and 
when  a  staff  JAG  recommends  that  such  charges  not  be  taken  to 
trial  by  court-martial.  In  other  words,  a  decision  not  to  take 
charges  of  sexual  offenses  to  trial  by  court-martial  will  always  be 
reviewed  by  a  higher  authority,  in  some  instances  by  the  civilian 
Secretary  of  the  military  department  concerned.  Such  involvement 
and  oversight  by  higher  authorities  is  appropriate  given  the  sever¬ 
ity  of  the  sexual  assault  crisis  in  our  military. 

Further,  Chairman  Levin’s  amendment  prohibits  retaliation 
against  a  member  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  reporting  a  criminal  of¬ 
fense,  which  is  particularly  important  given  that  62  percent  of  vic¬ 
tims  who  have  made  reports  of  sexual  offenses  also  report  experi¬ 
encing  some  form  of  retaliation  for  doing  so.  The  amendment  also 
expresses  the  Sense  of  the  Senate  that  commanding  officers  are  re¬ 
sponsible  for  establishing  a  command  climate  in  which  a  victim 
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should  feel  safe  reporting  a  crime,  and  that  failure  to  establish 
such  an  environment  is  an  appropriate  basis  for  relief  from  com¬ 
mand  positions.  Senior  officers  should  evaluate  commanding  offi¬ 
cers  based  on  their  performance  in  establishing  such  a  command 
climate. 

We  must  tackle  this  problem  from  multiple  fronts  and  change  the 
culture  of  our  military  with  respect  to  sexual  assault.  We  must 
deter  such  behavior  in  the  first  place  while  simultaneously  ensur¬ 
ing  victim  support  in  the  event  such  a  crime  is  committed.  Our 
military  leaders  must  translate  zero  tolerance  rhetoric  into  zero  tol¬ 
erance  policy  and  practice.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  significant 
changes  to  current  law  contained  in  this  bill  will  empower  victims 
to  come  forward  to  report  crimes  so  that  they  can  receive  the  care 
and  justice  they  need  and  deserve.  In  addition  to  preventing  such 
crimes  and  appropriately  punishing  those  who  commit  them,  we 
must  focus  on  the  victims  and  empower  them  with  the  care,  re¬ 
sources,  and  confidence  they  need  to  overcome  the  mental  and 
physical  consequences  of  such  a  crime — crimes  of  power  and  con¬ 
trol.  We  must  help  them  to  restore  their  own  sense  of  power  and 
control. 

To  be  clear,  Congress  will  not  pass  this  year’s  defense  bill,  hope 
for  the  best,  and  then  lose  interest.  Members  of  this  committee  are 
united  in  our  determination  to  address  the  scourge  of  sexual  as¬ 
sault  in  the  military.  We  will  continue  to  demand  the  best  from  our 
military  leaders.  We  will  continue  to  exercise  the  oversight  that  the 
American  people  demand.  As  the  service  chiefs  testified  before  this 
committee,  the  chain  of  command  is  crucial  to  fixing  this  problem. 
Rest  assured  that  we  will  hold  them  accountable,  and  we  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  exercise  aggressive  oversight  to  ensure  our  men  and 
women  can  serve  in  an  environment  free  of  sexual  assault  that  al¬ 
lows  them  to  focus  on  accomplishing  their  missions. 

Attack  Submarine  Fleet 

As  anti-access/area  denial  threats  to  our  forces  grow,  the  Virginia 
Class  submarine  provides  the  U.S.  military  an  essential  capability. 
Yet,  as  Admiral  Mark  Ferguson  testified  on  April  18,  2013,  the 
Navy  is  only  able  to  meet  “about  half’  of  combatant  commander  re¬ 
quests  for  attack  submarines. 

Ensuring  our  combatant  commanders  have  a  sufficient  number  of 
attack  submarines  will  become  even  more  important  as  U.S.  stra¬ 
tegic  interests  demand  an  increased  focus  on  the  maritime-domi- 
nated  Asia  Pacific  region,  as  well  as  the  Persian  Gulf.  As  Los  Ange¬ 
les  Class  submarines  reach  the  end  of  their  service  life,  if  we  don’t 
build  enough  Virginia  Class  submarines,  the  Navy’s  ability  to  meet 
combatant  commander  requirements  for  attack  submarines  will  de¬ 
cline  even  further. 

For  these  reasons,  building  on  our  work  from  last  year,  I  am 
pleased  that  this  bill  authorizes  and  supports  the  administration’s 
request  to  build  two  Virginia  Class  submarines  in  FY  2014.  The 
construction  of  a  second  Virginia  Class  submarine  next  fiscal  year, 
as  well  as  moving  forward  on  the  Virginia  Payload  Module,  will 
help  ensure  that  U.S.  naval  supremacy — which  serves  as  an  essen¬ 
tial  guarantor  of  U.S.  economic  and  national  security  interests — 
will  continue  well  into  the  future. 
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MEADS:  Ending  the  Missile  to  Nowhere 

I  am  encouraged  that  the  Committee  adopted  my  provision  to 
prohibit  any  spending  in  FY  2014  on  the  Medium  Extended  Air  De¬ 
fense  System  (MEADS). 

Between  FY  2004  and  FY  2011,  the  U.S.  spent  almost  $3  billion 
on  MEADS.  With  $17  trillion  in  national  debt,  we  cannot  afford  to 
spend  another  cent  on  a  weapons  system  that  DoD  has  no  intention 
of  procuring. 

On  March  23,  2013,  during  consideration  of  the  budget  resolution 
(S.  Con.  Res.  8),  the  Senate  overwhelmingly  approved  (94  to  5)  my 
amendment  (S.  AMDT.  136)  aimed  at  scrapping  money  for  MEADS 
in  FY  2014.  Echoing  the  clear  position  of  the  overwhelming  major¬ 
ity  of  the  Senate,  in  a  letter  to  me  on  June  12,  2013,  The  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Technology,  and  Logistics 
Frank  Kendall  reiterated  that  the  “Department  views  the  FY  2013 
funds  for  the  MEADS  program  as  the  final  obligation”  and  that  ad¬ 
ditional  U.S.  funding  for  MEADS  is  “not  required  and  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  President’s  FY  2014  Budget  Submission.”  Secretary 
Kendall  also  confirmed  that  the  “Department  has  no  plan  for  or  in¬ 
tention  of  requesting  additional  MEADS  funding.” 

The  prohibition  in  the  SASC-approved  NDAA  makes  clear  that 
this  Committee  is  opposed  to  any  additional  funding  in  FY  2014  for 
MEADS.  At  a  time  when  Congress  is  struggling  to  provide  the  re¬ 
sources  needed  to  maintain  the  readiness  of  our  forces,  as  Sec¬ 
retary  Kendall  wrote  in  his  letter  to  me,  we  must  avoid  “spending 
that  is  not  needed.” 

Reducing  Costly  Pentagon  Redundancy 

I  am  pleased  that  the  report  language  accompanying  the  SASC- 
approved  NDAA  includes  my  provisions  related  to  duplication  in 
ground  radar  programs  and  air-to-ground  rocket  and  missile  pro¬ 
grams.  Our  nation’s  fiscal  crisis  and  increasingly  constrained  de¬ 
fense  budgets  require  that  the  Pentagon  look  for  every  opportunity 
to  develop  joint  programs  and  reduce  costs,  while  meeting  valid 
service  requirements.  I  look  forward  to  reviewing  closely  the  find¬ 
ings  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  General  Accountability  Of¬ 
fice  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  Pentagon  could  consolidate 
requirements,  reduce  redundancy,  develop  joint  programs,  and  save 
money  in  its  ground  radar  and  air-to-ground  rocket  and  missile 
programs. 

Sequestration:  A  Threat  to  Our  Military  Readiness 

While  the  NDAA  passed  by  the  Committee  seeks  to  maintain  the 
readiness  of  our  forces,  I  remain  seriously  concerned  about  the  im¬ 
pact  of  sequestration  and  budget  uncertainty  on  our  military  readi¬ 
ness. 

I  worry  that  some  members  of  Congress  think  sequestration  is 
acceptable  or  even  desirable.  We  should  be  clear:  at  a  time  of  enor¬ 
mous  national  security  challenges  in  places  such  as  North  Korea, 
Iran,  and  Syria,  sequestration  represents  an  avoidable,  irrespon¬ 
sible,  and  dangerous  policy. 

Friends  and  potential  enemies  alike  are  watching.  We  must  do 
everything  possible  to  retain  the  most  powerful  military  in  the 
world  so  that  there  will  be  no  doubt  that  the  United  States  is  capa- 


447 


ble  of  protecting  our  interests  and  those  of  our  allies.  If  we  allow 
defense  sequestration  to  continue,  the  deterrence  of  our  potential 
enemies  and  assurance  of  our  allies  provided  by  our  military  readi¬ 
ness  will  deteriorate  over  time.  The  impacts  of  defense  sequestra¬ 
tion  will  eat  away  at  our  strategic  depth  and  military  capability — 
inviting  aggressors  to  take  greater  risk,  increasing  the  likelihood  of 
conflict,  and  making  Americans  less  safe. 

For  these  reasons,  as  I  have  for  over  a  year  and  a  half,  I  stand 
ready  to  work  with  members  of  both  parties  to  identify  alternative 
spending  reductions  to  end  defense  sequestration  once  and  for  all. 

Kelly  Ayotte. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  VITTER 

The  Committee’s  mark-up  reflects  the  first  major  step  in  the 
FY14  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  process  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense.  The  NDAA  will  next  be  considered  by  the  full 
Senate  and  then  conference  with  the  House  of  Representatives. 
However,  this  bill  as  written,  while  it  includes  vital  funding  prior¬ 
ities,  unfortunately  ignores  sequestration  and  the  Budget  Control 
Act,  which  means  that  many  of  these  programs  will  face  further 
unstructured  cuts. 

While  it  has  been  argued  that  there  is  hope  of  an  agreement  be¬ 
fore  the  NDAA  is  considered  by  the  full  Senate  or  conference  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  I  believe  it  is  imperative  to  set  ap¬ 
propriate  authorization  and  serious  levels  that  do  not  place  signifi¬ 
cant  funding  priorities  in  limbo.  The  FY  2014  budget  request  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  comes  at  a  very  challenging  time  with 
a  unique  set  of  global  threats;  however,  that  does  not  substitute  the 
need  to  comply  with  the  current  law  or  include  real  guidance  for 
priority  decisions. 

Drafting  measures  that  do  not  adhere  to  the  Budget  Control  Act 
(BCA)  and  its  sequester  levels  is  tantamount  to  failure.  The  failure 
does  not  rest  with  the  Senate  or  with  the  House;  that  failure  is  due 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Administration’s  inability  to 
adequately  prioritize  and  communicate  those  priorities.  Previously, 
the  Administration  forced  the  Military  Services  to  hold  off  on  pro¬ 
viding  any  clarity  or  reports  on  the  impacts  of  sequester.  Reports 
have  surfaced1  that  the  White  House  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  had  instructed  three  separate  cabinet  agencies  that  they 
were  not  allowed  to  talk  about  pending  budget  cuts  unless  they 
cleared  their  remarks  first  with  the  White  House  budget  office. 
This  led  Senator  Barbara  Mikulski  to  state  that  the  White  House 
had  placed  its  own  cabinet  agencies  under  a  “gag  order”  and,  ulti¬ 
mately,  to  the  December  5,  2012  OMB  decision  to  direct2  the  Pen¬ 
tagon  to  start  sequestration  planning.  After  eighteen  months  of  re¬ 
quests  by  members  of  this  committee  and  two  separate  legislative 
requirements,  the  White  House  finally  released  a  report3  in  Janu¬ 
ary  2013  on  the  harmful  impacts  of  sequester,  providing  the  detail 
requested  only  two  to  three  weeks  before  sequester  was  set  to  hit. 

Given  that  the  DOD  is  preparing  to  drastically  reduce  its  per¬ 
sonnel  size  and  restructure  its  forces  over  the  next  years,  it  is  crit¬ 
ical  that  it  budget  or  identify  where  the  Department  is  able  to  cut 
while  maintaining  its  primary  purpose:  maintaining  a  ready  and 
capable  force  prepared  for  defense  of  the  nation.  Allowing  argu¬ 
ments  that  the  budget  must  go  beyond  the  BCA  and  sequester  lev- 


1  http://www.politico.com/story/2013/02/cabinet-under-gag-order-on-sequester-87231.html 

2http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=118712 

3  http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/02/08/fact-sheet-examples-how-sequester- 
would-impact-middle-class-families-job 
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els  due  to  mismanagement,  overruns,  and  DOD  shortfalls,  would 
only  continue  the  uncertainty  and  does  nothing  to  solve  the  prob¬ 
lem  at  hand. 

Analysts  largely  agree  that  the  DOD  budget  request  was  irrele¬ 
vant  because  it  did  not  factor  in  the  BCA  levels,  did  not  contain 
an  OCO  Budget  (numbers  which  we  now  know  included  huge 
shortfalls  and  continue  to  expand),  and  ignored  the  sequester  even 
while  it  was  delayed  for  a  month  to  “account  for  sequester”.  Our 
military  desperately  needs  leadership  to  put  forth  a  defense  budget 
that  addresses  the  unprecedented  challenges  before  us  and  the 
budget  crisis  here  at  home.  Despite  its  stated  need,  the  Defense 
Department  is  currently  facing  a  hugely  disproportionate  amount 
of  the  cuts,  and  the  President  continues  to  submit  a  budget  plan 
that  will  perpetuate  increases  in  federal  debt  due  to  non-defense 
spending  over  the  next  ten  years  instead  of  trying  to  cut  through 
non-defense.  Our  military  men  and  women  must  not  be  the  sole 
bearer  of  balancing  our  budget. 

In  fact,  during  the  FY14  NDAA  committee  markup  when  Senator 
Inhofe  tried  to  address  the  budget  problem  through  an  amendment 
that  would  have  partially  offset  the  sequester  in  a  way  previously 
accepted  by  the  President  during  negotiations4,  Senator  Levin  did 
not  allow  him  to  bring  up  his  proposal  for  debate  during  the  mark¬ 
up  process. 

In  my  view,  this  signifies  Administration  and  Senate  majority 
leadership  refusing  to  address  the  truth  about  our  budget  crisis. 
Unless  President  Obama,  our  Commander  in  Chief,  provides  the 
necessary  leadership  to  protect  the  Defense  Department  from  dis¬ 
proportionate  cuts,  there  is  a  present  and  clear  danger  (from  se¬ 
quester,  the  law  of  the  land)  that  the  funding  for  this  mark  will 
be  reduced.  The  current  mode  of  operation  in  Washington  appears 
to  be  to  backload  on  defense  plans  and  place  the  costs  and  short¬ 
falls  on  future  generations.  That  mentality  is  not  something  I  can 
support. 

David  Vitter. 


http  ://w  ww .  whitehouse .  gov/  omb/budget/factsheet/ chained-cpi-protections 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  MESSRS.  INHOFE,  SESSIONS, 

CHAMBLISS,  WICKER,  MS.  AYOTTE,  MRS.  FISCHER, 

AND  MESSRS.  VITTER,  BLUNT,  AND  CRUZ 

Guantanamo  Bay  Detainees 

The  U.S.  detention  facility  at  Naval  Station,  Guantanamo  Bay, 
provides  a  secure  location  to  detain  and  interrogate  enemy  combat¬ 
ants  as  well  as  prevent  these  detainees  from  returning  to  the  bat¬ 
tlefield.  Holding  these  detainees  at  Guantanamo  Bay  has  enabled 
the  U.S.  to  gather  intelligence  which  has  prevented  additional  at¬ 
tacks  on  our  country  and  assisted  in  tracking  down  other  members 
of  al  Qaeda  and  associated  terrorist  organizations. 

Unfortunately,  this  year’s  Senate  Defense  Authorization  bill  cre¬ 
ates  large  loopholes  which,  if  enacted,  will  result  in  the  transfer  of 
detainees  to  the  shores  of  our  country  and  permits  the  easier  con¬ 
veyance  of  detainees  to  foreign  countries.  Let  there  be  no  mistake, 
the  bill’s  provisions  are  a  fundamental  shift  from  previous  years’ 
Defense  Authorization  Acts  which  ensured  detainees  would  not  be 
brought  to  the  United  States  and  would  not  be  transferred  to  other 
countries  unless  reasonable  conditions  could  be  met.  Accordingly, 
we  will  resolutely  oppose  the  inclusion  of  these  sections  in  the  final 
Fiscal  Year  2014  National  Defense  Authorization  Act. 

Previously,  Congress  had  addressed  this  issue  through  legislative 
compromises  which:  prevented  the  transfer  of  detainees  to  the 
United  States;  blocked  the  construction  or  modification  of  facilities 
to  house  detainees  in  the  United  States;  and  required  stringent  cer¬ 
tifications  to  be  made  before  transferring  detainees  to  foreign  na¬ 
tions.  These  statutes  were  built  upon  a  bipartisan  consensus,  con¬ 
sistent  with  public  opinion,  which  was  formed  after  years  of  con¬ 
gressional  debate  and  were  written  to  follow  the  rulings  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court. 

The  previous  legislation  contrasts  greatly  from  the  provisions  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  year’s  Senate  Defense  Authorization  bill.  Specifically, 
the  bill  permits  the  transfer  of  detainees  to  the  U.S.  for  trial  and 
detention  and  to  receive  medical  care,  despite  Guantanamo  Bay’s 
first  rate  medical  care  and  facilities.  In  addition,  due  to  the  Admin¬ 
istration’s  objections  that  the  current  certifications  were  too  dif¬ 
ficult  to  meet,  the  bill  greatly  reduces  the  thresholds  required  be¬ 
fore  a  detainee  can  be  transferred  to  a  foreign  country. 

The  proposal  to  transfer  detainees  to  the  U.S.  for  trial  and  deten¬ 
tion  does  not  take  into  account  one  of  the  primary  reasons  why  the 
bipartisan  consensus  arose  in  the  first  place.  Specifically,  Congress 
and  many  Americans  disagreed  with  the  Administration’s  decision 
to  try  Khalid  Sheikh  Mohammed,  the  mastermind  of  the  Sep¬ 
tember  11th  attacks,  and  others  in  a  federal  courthouse  located  in 
New  York  City.  This  was  reflected  by  the  Senate’s  54-41  vote  in 
November  2012,  which  supported  a  permanent  prohibition  on  the 
transfer  of  Guantanamo  Bay  detainees  to  the  United  States.  Why 

(450) 


451 


then  should  the  Senate  so  quickly  reverse  itself  and  enact  legisla¬ 
tion  which  permits  the  very  thing  so  many  of  our  citizens  consid¬ 
ered  the  wrong  thing  to  do? 

In  addition,  why  should  we  reduce  the  thresholds  for  transferring 
detainees  to  foreign  countries  as  called  for  in  this  year’s  Defense 
Authorization  bill?  According  to  a  March  2013  report  from  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  National  Intelligence,  28  percent  of  those  detainees  who 
have  been  released  continue,  or  are  suspected  to  have  continued, 
to  engage  in  terrorist  activity  against  the  U.S.  or  our  allies.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  after  Said  al  Shihri  was  released  from  Guantanamo  Bay,  he 
became  one  of  the  senior  leaders  of  al  Qaeda  in  the  Arabian  Penin¬ 
sula.  Why  then  should  we  lower  the  standards?  This  is  especially 
true  since  current  law,  specifically,  Section  1028  of  the  Fiscal  Year 
2013  National  Defense  Authorization  Act,  requires  strict  but  rea¬ 
sonable  certifications  before  transferring  detainees  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

Adding  to  the  perplexing  nature  of  the  bill’s  provisions  is  the  fact 
that  housing  detainees  in  the  U.S.  will  cost  millions,  perhaps  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions,  more  during  this  period  of  budget  austerity  and 
sequestration.  As  FBI  Director  Robert  Mueller  warned,  these  de¬ 
tainees  cannot  be  placed  in  normal  federal  prisons  since  there  is 
the  very  real  possibility  these  individuals  will  recruit  more  terror¬ 
ists  from  among  the  federal  inmate  population  and  attempt  to  con¬ 
tinue  al  Qaeda  operations.  One  must  remember  this  is  precisely 
how  the  individuals  convicted  in  the  2009  plot  to  bomb  a  New  York 
synagogue  were  radicalized. 

The  risk  of  bringing  detainees  to  the  United  States  contrasts 
sharply  with  the  advantages  of  continuing  the  use  of  the  detainee 
complexes  at  Guantanamo  Bay.  The  facilities  at  Guantanamo  Bay 
are  in  a  secure  location  away  from  population  centers.  They  provide 
the  maximum  security  required  to  prevent  escape  and  are  com¬ 
posed  of  multiple  levels  of  confinement  based  upon  the  detainee’s 
compliance.  In  addition,  the  Expeditionary  Legal  Complex  has  re¬ 
cently  been  completed.  This  facility  is  a  secure  location  to  try  de¬ 
tainees  while  enabling  their  access  to  defense  counsel  and  also  as¬ 
sists  in  preventing  the  compromise  of  classified  material.  The  Com¬ 
plex  will  also  permit  greater  coverage  by  the  press  of  the  legal  pro¬ 
ceedings. 

The  logic  of  continuing  to  utilize  the  established  facilities  at 
Guantanamo  Bay  also  contrasts  with  the  apparent  lack  of  an  in- 
depth,  comprehensive  plan  by  the  Administration  to  address  the 
enormous  security,  logistical,  and  legal  issues  which  must  be  re¬ 
solved  before  any  detainee’s  transfer  to  the  United  States  is  even 
contemplated.  In  addition,  the  Administration’s  unwillingness  to 
place  new  detainees  in  Guantanamo  Bay  has  forced  our  armed 
forces  to  use  makeshift  detention  facilities.  For  example,  due  to  the 
Administration’s  reluctance  to  use  Guantanamo  Bay,  Ahmed 
Abdulkadir  Warsame  was  detained  and  interrogated  on  a  U.S. 
Navy  ship  for  two  months.  Clearly,  what  is  required  is  a  plan  for 
the  long-term,  law  of  war  detention  outside  of  the  United  States  for 
foreign  members  of  al  Qaeda  and  associated  forces,  as  called  for  by 
Senator  Ayotte,  Senator  Chambliss,  and  others. 

Those  of  us  who  voted  for  the  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  in  Committee  did  so  based  on  the  agreement  that  we  will  have 
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an  opportunity  to  address  these  major  shortcomings  in  the  bill 
when  the  full  Senate  considers  the  legislation.  We  look  forward  to 
doing  so. 

In  conclusion,  we  are  opposed  to  the  provisions  included  in  the 
Senate’s  version  of  the  Defense  Authorization  bill  which,  if  enacted, 
will  permit  the  transfer  of  detainees  to  our  country.  Most  dis¬ 
appointingly,  this  represents  a  fundamental  departure  from  pre¬ 
vious  years’  Defense  Authorization  Acts.  Accordingly,  we  will  seek 
legislative  remedies  to  restore  the  statutes  which  will  maintain  the 
current  law  with  respect  to  the  transfer  of  Guantanamo  Bay  de¬ 
tainees. 

James  M.  Inhofe. 

Jeff  Sessions. 

Saxby  Chambliss. 

Roger  F.  Wicker. 

Kelly  Ayotte. 

Deb  Fischer. 

David  Vitter. 

Roy  Blunt. 

Ted  Cruz. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  MESSRS.  INHOFE  AND 
SESSIONS,  MS.  AYOTTE,  MRS.  FISCHER,  AND  MR.  VITTER 

Missile  Defense 

The  Committee’s  direction  to  deploy  an  X-band  radar,  or  com¬ 
parable  sensor,  for  the  defense  of  the  homeland  against  long-range 
ballistic  missile  threats  is  a  good  first  step  toward  addressing  the 
growing  ICBM  threat  from  Iran  and,  potentially,  other  countries. 
But  it  does  not  go  far  enough:  we  also  need  to  proceed  as  soon  as 
possible  with  the  deployment  of  an  additional  interceptor  site  on 
the  east  coast  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  the  planned  third  inter¬ 
ceptor  site  in  Poland. 

The  decision  by  the  President  not  to  proceed  with  development 
and  deployment  of  the  SM-3  block  IIB  missile  in  Poland  means 
that  the  defense  of  the  homeland  against  Iranian  long-range  bal¬ 
listic  missiles  will  not  be  as  effective  as  originally  intended.  Missile 
defense  planners  in  the  Pentagon  have  long  understood  the  advan¬ 
tages  provided  by  an  additional  missile  defense  site  (beyond  those 
in  Alaska  and  California)  for  a  more  effective  defense  against  long 
range  ballistic  missile  threats  from  the  Middle  East.  The  approach 
taken  by  the  Bush  Administration  was  to  deploy  10  Ground-Based 
Interceptors  (GBIs)  in  Poland.  The  Obama  Administration  opted, 
instead,  for  the  development  and  deployment  of  some  24  SM-3 
block  IIB  missiles  in  Poland.  Both  of  these  options  would  serve  the 
similar  purpose  of  defending  Europe  and  the  United  States  against 
intermediate  to  long-range  Iranian  ballistic  missiles. 

The  Administration’s  rationale  for  the  15  March  announcement 
to  deploy  an  additional  14  GBIs  in  Alaska,  beyond  the  current  30, 
is  “to  stay  ahead  of  the  long-range  ballistic  missile  threat  posed  by 
North  Korea  and  Iran.”5  According  to  DoD,  the  North  Korean 
threat  is  growing  faster  than  anticipated:  North  Korea  conducted 
its  third  nuclear  test  in  February,  has  displayed  road-mobile 
ICBMs,  and  has  demonstrated  long-range  missile  technology 
through  its  launch  of  the  Taepo  Dong-2  rocket,  which  put  a  sat¬ 
ellite  in  orbit. 

A  DoD  Fact  Sheet  notes  similar  developments  in  Iran:  “Iran  also 
continues  to  advance  its  space-launch  and  longer-range  ballistic 
missile  capabilities.  Iran  has  used  a  space-launch  vehicle,  the  Safir- 
2,  to  place  a  satellite  in  orbit,  demonstrating  some  of  the  key  tech¬ 
nologies  required  for  ICBM  development.”  Likewise,  General 
Jacoby,  the  Commander  of  U.S.  Northern  Command,  recently  told 
Congress  that  “we  should  consider  that  Iran  has  a  capability  with¬ 
in  the  next  few  years  of  flight  testing  ICBM  capable  technologies  6;” 


5  DoD  Fact  Sheet,  “Strengthening  Homeland  Missile  Defense,”  March  15,  2013. 

6SASC  Hearing,  March  19,  2013 
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and  that  “the  Iranians  are  intent  on  developing  an  ICBM.7”  Direc¬ 
tor  of  National  Intelligence,  Janies  Clapper,  testified  before  this 
committee  on  April  18th,  that  “The  Iranians  are  pursuing  develop¬ 
ment  of  two  systems  that  potentially  could  have  intercontinental 
capability  .  .  .  The  belief  is  about  the  first  time  they’d  be  ready  to 
do  that  would  be  as  early  as  2015.”  8 

If  the  rationale  for  beefing  up  our  defenses  against  North  Korea 
is  based  on  that  nation’s  nuclear  ambitions  coupled  with  advances 
in  long-range  missile  technology  (derived  from  the  ability  to  launch 
satellites),  then  this  similarly  argues  for  strengthening  our  de¬ 
fenses  against  Iran — a  country  that  also  has  demonstrated  a  space 
launch  capability  and  appears  to  be  nearing  a  nuclear  weapons  ca¬ 
pability. 

Increasing  the  numbers  of  Ground  Based  Interceptors  in  Alaska, 
as  the  administration  proposes,  while  sound,  is  not  sufficient. 
There  are  inherent  limitations  of  the  Alaska  and  California  sites. 
U.S.  Strategic  Command  head,  General  Robert  Kehler,  told  Con¬ 
gress  that  “I  am  confident  that  we  can  defend  against  a  limited  at¬ 
tack  from  Iran,  although  we  are  not  in  the  most  optimum  posture 
to  do  that  today  doesn’t  provide  total  defense  today.”9  General 
Jacoby  affirmed  this  when  he  told  Congress:  We  have  the  capa¬ 
bility  of  limited  defense  right  now.  And  I  think  that  it’s  not  opti¬ 
mum  and  I  think  that  we’ve  made  some  important  steps  forward 
in  what  was  rolled  out.  And  I  think  we  need  to  continue  to  assess 
the  threat  and  make  sure  we  stay  ahead  of  it.” 10 

An  additional  homeland  missile  defense  site  on  the  East  Coast 
would  raise  the  probability  of  successfully  engaging  Iranian  threats 
and  preserve  GBI  inventory  in  Alaska  for  North  Korean  threats.  A 
study  conducted  by  the  National  Research  Council  of  the  National 
Academies  explains: 

“While  it  is  kinematically  possible  to  defend  the  eastern 
part  of  the  continental  United  States  (CONUS)  against 
threat  ICBMs  from  the  Middle  East  using  GBI  sites  at 
Fort  Greely  and  Vandenberg,  AFB,  an  additional  GBI  site 
located  in  northeastern  CONUS  would  be  much  more  effec¬ 
tive  and  reliable  and  would  allow  considerably  more  battle 
space  and  firing  doctrine  options.” 11 

General  Jacoby  explained  this  to  Congress  in  similar  terms: 

“What  a  third  site  gives  me,  whether  it’s  on  the  East 
Coast  or  an  alternate  location,  would  be  increased  battle 
space;  that  means  increased  opportunity  for  me  to  engage 
threats  from  either  Iran  or  North  Korea.”12 

“I  would  agree  that  a  third  site,  wherever  the  decision 
is  to  build  a  third  site,  would  give  me  better  weapons  ac¬ 
cess,  increased  GBI  inventory  and  allow  us  the  battle 


7HASC  Hearing,  March  20,  2013 

8  SASC  Hearing,  April  18,  2013 

9  SASC  Hearing,  March  12,  2013 

10  SASC  Hearing  ,  March  19,  2013 

11  National  Research  Council,  “Making  Sense  of  Ballistic  Missile  Defense,”  Washington,  D.C., 
2012,  p.85. 

12  SASC  Hearing,  March  19,  2013 
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space  to  more  optimize  our  defense  against  future  threats 
from  Iran  and  North  Korea.” 13 

Though  acknowledging  the  potential  advantages  provided  by  an 
East  Coast  site,  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Policy,  Dr.  James 
Miller,  told  Congressional  staff  in  March  that  the  additional  14 
GBIs  in  Alaska  could  compensate  for  the  termination  of  the  SM- 
3  Block  IIB  missile  (“which  was  designed  to  provide  a  first  shot  at 
any  Iranian  missile  that  could  be  coming  towards  the  United 
States.” 14).  However,  as  noted  by  Generals  Jacoby  and  Kehler  (and 
by  the  National  Research  Council),  this  approach  is  not  optimal. 
Rather  than  defend  the  United  States  only  from  Alaska,  an  east 
coast  missile  defense  site  would  increase  the  probability  of  success¬ 
fully  engaging  an  Iranian  threat  by  providing  increased  battle 
space,  multiple  shot  opportunities,  and  different  angles  of  attack, 
supported  by  different  sensors.  Moreover,  if  those  additional  14 
missiles  are  needed  to  defend  against  a  growing  threat  from  North 
Korea,  which  is  the  Administration’s  rationale  for  deploying 
them,15  those  weapons  may  not  be  available  in  a  scenario  where 
the  U.S.  is  threatened  simultaneously  by  Iran  and  North  Korea. 

Regarding  the  cost  of  an  east  coast  missile  defense  site,  it  is  hard 
for  the  administration  to  argue  it  can’t  afford  an  east  coast  site 
when  the  budget  of  the  Missile  Defense  Agency  has  seen  drastic 
cuts  over  the  past  few  years.  The  President’s  5-year  spending  plan 
for  MDA  for  FY2012-2016  amounted  to  $43.5  billion;  for  the  five 
year  plan  from  FY  2014-2018,  that  amount  declined  by  $5.9  billion 
to  $37.6  billion.  Moreover,  the  cancelation  of  the  SM-3  block  IIB 
missile  and  the  Precision  Tracking  Space  System  by  the  President 
means  that  MDA  avoids  some  $3.5  billion  in  spending  over  the 
next  five  years.  Had  those  savings  been  returned  to  the  Missile  De¬ 
fense  Agency,  there  would  have  been  ample  funding  for  an  East 
Coast  site. 

The  administration  is  conducting  environmental  impact  studies 
for  three  potential  locations,  as  directed  by  the  FY  2013  NDAA 
(due  by  December  31,  2013).  The  provision  (Sec.  227)  also  requires 
the  MDA  to  develop  a  contingency  plan  in  case  the  president  deter¬ 
mines  to  proceed  with  such  an  additional  deployment. 

While  these  studies  will  determine  the  optimal  location  for  an 
additional  homeland  missile  defense  site,  we  need  not  await  this 
analysis  before  determining  whether  such  a  deployment  is  in  the 
interests  of  the  United  States. 

There  remains  a  presidentially  directed  requirement  for  a  missile 
defense  site — beyond  the  sites  in  Alaska  and  California — explicitly 
for  the  defense  of  the  homeland.  With  the  cancelation  of  the  SM- 
3  block  IIB  missile  (intended  for  Poland),  that  requirement  remains 
unmet.  An  east  coast  missile  defense  site  can  meet  that  need  and 
should  proceed  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

An  east  coast  missile  defense  site  would  provide  important  addi¬ 
tional  protection  against  an  Iranian  ICBM  inbound  for  the  east 


13HASC  Hearing,  March  20,  2013 

14  Words  of  General  Jacoby,  HASC  hearing,  March  20,  2013) 

15DoD  Spokesman  said  on  March  26,  2013:  “The  decision  to  place  additional  ground-based 
interceptors  in  Alaska  is  really  in  large  measure  to  growing  North  Korean  threats  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  their  own  missile  programs.  It’s  very  clear.”  U.S.  Takes  N.  Korea  Threats  very  seri¬ 
ously,”  AFP,  March  26,  2013. 
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coast  of  the  United  States  that  the  U.S.  currently  does  not  have 
and  that  14  additional  ground  based  interceptors  in  Alaska  will  not 
provide. 

If  we  start  today,  there  will  be  a  3-4  year  gap  between  the  poten¬ 
tial  emergence  of  this  Iranian  capability  and  our  ability  to  have 
this  needed  additional  protection. 

We  do  not  need  more  delay.  The  intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
threat  from  Iran  is  emerging  quickly,  and  the  protection  of  the  east 
coast  of  the  United  States  against  this  threat  must  be  improved. 
If  we  fail  to  move  ahead  with  an  east  coast  missile  defense  site  ex¬ 
peditiously,  we  are  placing  the  nation  at  more  risk  than  can  be  jus¬ 
tified. 

James  M.  Inhofe. 

Jeff  Sessions. 

Kelly  Ayotte. 

Deb  Fischer. 

David  Vitter. 
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